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. P

Evaluation of Second Langﬁage Institutes

May 1983

The evaluation of the Second Language Institutes was designed
‘to include all nine institute sites, all participants at the sites,
and at least one supervisor for each participant. The basic |
Questibns to be answered by the evaluation were the following:
1. What is the oyerall perception of the effectiveness of
- the institutes by both participaﬂts and supervisors?

2. Which instructional practices are most successful in
achieving competency in :the three instructional component
areas?

3, What are the information needs.of the.participants'with
resﬁect-to the three instructional componénts? ,

4. How should/do instructional practices and informational
needs differ for participants depending on particular
background characteristics?

5. Which key program features should be included in all
institutes?

The study method selected to answer these questions included
three levels of data collettion: site observation and interviews;
“participant questionnaires; and participants' superviéors questicn-
naires.“ Data collected were both formative and summetive in nature

and the emphasis of the study was orn effective program features.v

Participant response rate was 80% -and- ‘supervisor response - rate

was 72% of those individuals mailed a questionnaire.

General results were the following:

» Overall, the institutes could be considered moderately successful
in achieving their objectives ‘of increasing participants' skills in-
language, cultural awareness, -and asséésment of LEP cﬁildren. An ;
average of 25% of.respondents stated the programs did not meet their
needs; the remaining 75% felt the curriculum was at léast adeqUaté '
for tﬁeir,needs. -

Among supervisors who responded to the survey, there was an
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overwhelming endorsement of the -institutes with é&% stating it was
helpful to them to have an institute-trained person on their staff
and;93% desiring that the program be continued.
”77;:A”Bg@éggrgfwinﬁttgpFiongl”practices were identified as being
particularly successful for each of the three instructional com-
ponents - among these were language jimmersion settings with inte;

grated curricula and frequent opportunities to use the_ second ’

language, cultural programs that focused on nistor1cal‘anﬁ‘svc:al——————————
4~fpsycholggical,anteceéentsrto'present—day educatlonal issues, and

assessment instruction that provided participants ample time to
. become familiar with instruments and techniques and opportunities

for practice with real students. .

Highlights of the information needs of the participants in-
cluded learning special education terminology in the second
language, learning to convey assessment information to parents
and others in the second language, learning the second language
as it is spoken in California and the Southwest. Additionally, -
participants wanted a cultural curriculum that was not condes-
cending and acknowledged their familiarity with the target group.

—————Assessment. information needs included curricula that were more

geared to their occupational Specialty and less singularly Ffocused
on .psychological assessment.

Background characteristics Oftpartiqipants were .found to
have an effect on the participants evaluation of.programsuand
their. stated needs. Overall, multiple~time attendees tended to
be more satisfied with the way programs were organized but felt
they wanted more language instruction than was being offered.

There was some tendency for Hispanics to want less language
instruction and, along with.Asians,»a greater focus on culture.
Psychologists much more frequently requested that increased time
be devotetho language instruction, while speech and language
specialists wanted a greater focus on'assessment.

e Finally, the evaluation report makes 16 recommendations of

key features ‘that should.be _considered for implementation at all

: sites to strengthen -the_ Second Language Inst1tute program




;
. - . !
1. A better method for assessing students' language skill

Some major recommendations included:

- before the start of the program should be investigated}
A more standardized and reliable approach would facilitate
future evaluation as well as minimize time lost in placing
students in appropriate groups.

2, The assessment curriculum overall should be more equalized

to focus on speecn and language 1ssues, 1nStruments, and
techniques as well as’psychological assessment. Also, the
particular needs of bilingual teachers, resource specialists,

- NUrSes, and others should be examined to see if it is’

3. Considerrtion should be made of the possibilitf of stand—«mxn

’ ardizing the assessment curriculum so that all students
could receive greater breadth and take advantage of. the
-range of accumulated knowledge and experience offered by
instructors at various sites. .This might be accomplished

\ by‘separating the assessment and language components, -

\offering assesament at a few local sites utilizing the same

\personnel“and-a-~packaged~ curriculum;«-Language instruction

could then take place in Mexico or U. S. sites.
4. \ e assessment component should include more "hands-on"
| -experience with students who are comparable to the ones ‘that
1nstitute participants will actually be working with.
5. AssesSment and language components should attempt to provide

more opportunities for partlcipants to ‘communicate test

_ f1nd1ngs»and observationsito parents or parent—like subjects. .

6. 7&ograms should strive to utilize the knowledge of 'target
. /group participants' (Hispanics and Asians) in the culture :
*/component; Interesting and informative discussions can

take place utilizing these resources. .

7. To the extent possible all programs should;attempt an
/,.' immersion-type curriculum which allows the maximum possible
| use of the second language throughout the day. Students

who cannot profit from this should probably be segregated
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into different groupings.
8. .All institutes should consider including a year-round

.follow-up component to the regular curriculum.
g
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I  INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose of the Study

The present evaluati;n of the Secénd Languag. Institutes
was commissiohed'by thé State Department bf'Educatipn, Office
of Special Educatio#, duriﬁg the summer of i982. The'pgimafy
objectives oé ﬁhe evaluation were to (1) determine if tﬁe insti-
tutes are effective in achieﬁing their stated objectives, and
(2) provide information asout which features of the programs
appear to be most effective; helpful and informative for the
. participants. Hence, the stud§ method was to include thé.
collection and'anaiysis of both formative and sum;ative data.

' The basic questions to be answered by the eQaluatiou are
the following: |

1. What is tﬁe overall ﬁércaptidn of effectivepess of
the institutes by both participants and participants’
.supefvisors? 1
‘2. Which instructional practices are most successful
in achieviﬁg éompetency in;

(a) second language facility

(b) cultural awareness

(c) ‘gssessmgnt methods and techniques
3. What are the iﬁformation nee&s‘of fhe participants
with respect to:

(a) second l;nguage facility

(b) cultural awareness _ . ‘

CH



‘(é)A assesSment.methods and techniques
4. How should/do instructional practices and infor-
mational needs differ for participants depending on
their: : | N
(a) professional gpecialty'
(b) years ip,the Second Language Ipséitﬁte Program
(c) ethnic'backgéound"
5. >Which key program features should be included in all

second language institutes?

B. Background to_ the Study‘and Previous Research

The-Second Lapguéée Institutes progfém was initially funded
in the summer of 1980 by the 0ffice’ of Speci;1 Edﬁcation.» Its
objectives were threefold: (1) to help assessment péréonnél who
had already developed'some second_language'proficiency to furtber
develop their_second language skills; (2) to‘provide participants
with information about cultural background and its impor;ance in
the assessment and plardning process for LEP students; and (3) ta
provide an assessment practicum for_the participants wﬁich.would
-includé insfruction and experience in procedures relevant to the
evaluation, diagnosis, and‘educationai plaﬁning fof the LEP child.
' The training was tovtaké place during six week summer sessions.
Since that time some attempts_ha&e been made to evaluate the

eifectiveness of the:institutes,_howeverg each of these efforts

X

has been limited 'in sceope and hampered By'me;ho&ological difficul-

"ties. Internal evaluations such as those conducted by BABEL (1981)
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and{}os Angeles County Superintendent of Séhpbls (1981) suffer
froé the obvious limitation of porential biag or lack of bbje;-
tiQity. In ad&ition, these evaluatZons have focused on partici-
pants' attainment of program-specific objectives, but have not
attempted tc measure the usefulness of these'skills.in an on-the-~
job situation.

The 1981 evaluation by Scriven, Giass and Davis focused
exclusively on second language acquisition and was hindered by
non—comparability of samples. Covarying techniques.were htilized
to minimize the problem of l%rge pre-test score differences, but
befweenséite compariéons wgre\virtually invalidated due to dif-
ferences in pre-test data. vDespite these problemgl Scriven,
et al. wefe able to conclude that an overall gain of .7 of a
standard devi%tion was achieved by most of fhe institute parti-
cipants, demcnstratiﬂé a "significant" improvement in general
languége skills. However, since this finding waé not‘an;hored

[y

to any osn-the-job performance measure, it is not clear what such

na gain means in terms of joB effectiveness. Further, this eval-

uation did not assess the effecti?eﬁess of either of the other

two program cbmpoﬁéntg; cultural awareness or asséssmént

m%fhodology. | o |
Finally, an attempt was made by Foley (1381) to collect data

oﬂ the degree to which pérticipants félt the.pfogréms had.achiéved

their éoals. A sufvey was mailed to the pérticipants:aftér éhey

returned to their jobs. As a first cut this probiﬁed some inter-

-3~
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esting information, our difficulties in qdantlfying responses as
well as a 35 percent non-response rate limited the generalizability
of the survey results.‘

In sum, while some earnest attempts have been made to evalu-
ate the perceived effectiveness of the Second Language Institutes,’
no comprehensive objective evgluafion has yeﬁ Been conducted. The
fact that all previéus evaluation efforts have concluded that the
vinstitutes are '.deed successful in accelerating second ;anguage.
acquisition lends credibility to this finding:. However, past
evaluations héve failgd to 5sk many other important questions,
such as: r e

- What are the effects of enhanced second language ability

for on-the-job'performanCe? |

- How do schools benefit from the participants' improved

skills?

-~ Which features of.culture and assessmént training are most

" useful Fo_program'participants?

- Which.features of program organization.apfear most conducive

to transmitting the institutes'’ curriculaé

Eacﬁ of tﬂese'questions is aléo addressed in tﬁe process of

; énswerihg the five'global questions listed in. section I.A.

-



II STUDY DESIGN

A. Overview ' ) : f' , - | s
The present evaluation included all nine of the institute
sites and was designed to consist of throe phéses of data col-
lection: (1) on-site observation and interoiew;w(Z) collection
of mail survey oato from all participantsj and (3) collection of
ma11 survey data from participants' super?isofs.' All three sets
of data were to be analyzed and then combined’to provide a com-
prehensive picture of the featuroo of each of the instiﬁdtes,<per~u
ceptioho of staff, partioipants and participants' sup%rvisors of
the.effectiﬁeness of these features, and perceptionsjof the

effectiveness of the institutes as a whole. Since the data is

necessarily subjective, we deemed it most informative tc collect
o . . b

data from as many sources as possible.

It is also worth noting that not only the variety of data

©

.sources, but the quality of those sources, lend a unique cred-

ability to the findings. The fact that the ”subjeots" (study
respondents) are themselves experts in instructional methodology
and many have expertise in felnted.content areas, makes their
appraisa’ ofithe effect;vehess of progfam features especially
valuable. This aspoct of the eooluation streng;hened both its
reliabilityband validity while providing insights into Fhe pro-
bable needs of future parti?ipants which would not have been
possiblo with less sophisticatéd respondents. We believe this

is an important factor for the reader *o keep in mind as she/ke



reviews the results of the stﬁdy.

N

B. Methods

The evaluation began during the summer of 1982 with o#site
observa;ious of each of the.institutes in operation;l One member
of the study ream (P. Géﬁaara or M. Samulon) visited each site,
interviewed,directors, staff, and participants,.and observed all
instructional components. It was generally possible to &o this

\in.oné full day. Both observation and iﬁtérview data were recorded
: .
on predesigned protocols developed for this purpose.2 Data col-
.leéted;at-the sites was then used to develop a separate Program
FeaturevProfile for each of the institute sites (see Appendix B
for copies). . The profile was then sent to each of the institute
directors to review for accuracy. Once agreement was re;ched as
to ﬁhe accuracy of the pigfiles_they were used as the basis for
interpreting the overall organization of the p;ograﬁ as well as
the instruﬁtional methods, curriculum, and teaching‘staff employed.
In the éall_of 1982, after parﬁicibants had comp;eted the
program and returned to their-work ;ssignments;vthey were mailed

a sufvey questionnaire to f11l out and mail back. Attached to

this questionnaire was a request for the name and address of a

/

- 1. This is with the exception of the National Hispanic University site
which was not included in the observation due to a change in sched-
uling.. Information for the Profile was gathered from interview of
the director and others who had observed -the program.

2. Reliabilities between data collectors were established through

' extensive discussion before and after site visits, comparison
with wr%tten program descriptions and review of observation
notes by institute directors.



work supervisor &ho could also comment on the usefulness/effec-
tiveness of»the Second Language Institute program as it had -
affected his/her staff members. |

Finally, in early 1983 the supervisors' questi;nnaire was
mailed to all persons nominated by the participants. A more
detéiied description of the content df the two questionnaires
follows in the section below titled Instruments, and copies of
the inétruments can be found in Appendix A.

Also; a detailed'task—by-task outline of'evaluatiqn pro-
cedures is included in Appendix C for those who aré interestéd
in greater specificity of methods. |

1. Sample |

All participants of all institutes were included in
the study. Although there Qere somé discrepencies in the partici-
pant lists of a couple of the institutes, we bazlieve there were
183 participants in all of the summer institutes. All of these
individuals were mailed questionnaires ahd followup remindefs to
return their questionnaires. Eighty percent of the participanﬁs'
resﬁonded. (A pore detailed discussion of response rates follows
in the Results chapter since éréat variation~ip response rates
for the different institutes complicates our interpretation of
the results.)

The sample size for the Supervisor Survey was necessarily
smaller, since not all respondents nominated a supervisor. One

hundred and twelve Supervisor Surveys were mailed ogt (and fol-




lowed by reminders) and 72 percent of these were returned.

‘ '2. Instruments

Y o !

\ Three instruments were developed by ths: principal investi-
"

gator for the purpose of collecting data. €Since it was impossible

to "pilot" the instruments in the traditional sense (it would have
\ e
required. "contaminating' subjects to do so), all instruments were

revieﬁed by Department of Education - Office of Special Education
. A

staff membefg familiar with the institutes before they were used with
subjects. In 3ll cases some minor changes were made in the instruments

as a result of tﬁg review. Additionally, the first instrument -- the
Observation and Interview Protocol -- was shortened and streamlined

[}

somewhat as a result ’of its first site application.

“ >

"The threce instrumeﬂts developed for this study included: (1) the

‘ \

Observation and Interview‘Protocol which was a five page instrument
v

covering virtually all aspedts of program organization, staffing,

B

k]
physical environment, participants, language, culture, and assessment

training; and staff perceptions'gf both problems and strengths associ-

ated with the program (see Appendi%&A); (2) the Participants' Sﬁryéi
which included 31 mostly multiple chgice questions about the general
operation of the program, instructional content of each component

(langauge, culture and assessment), and baquround information about

the participants (see Appendix A); (3)-the Supervisors' Survey which
included .nine questions about participants' bénsfits and general

usefulness of the program (see Appendix A).

1
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C. Analyses

Each of the three sets of data collected was aﬁalyzed
separately. On-site 6bservation and interview data were analyzed
ihdividualiy for each site to prepare the’Prog?am Feature Pro-
files. Analysis of the participant'data included frequency
tabulations for.all sites combined and for each indiﬁidual site
to derive relative effectiveness ratings, and sités were ranked
along four dimensions -- program length, language, culfure and
agéessment components -- for overall highest and lowest ratings.
Cross tabulationé between Sité charactéristics and participﬁnt
background'charaéteristics (i.e., sex, ethniciti; professional '
capacity, and number of years attending an institute)—to determine
patterns of needs and effectiveness according to participant
characteristiés, were also performeq as well as analyses_ of comments
by staff and participan;s to enriéh our understanding of the
quantitative Aat;. After the first twdb sets of data had been
analyzed individually, theée;results weré combined to pair high
effectiveness ratings with particular curricular and métﬁodological
features of the institutes. In'this way it was possible to draw
some conéiusions about especially effective progrém characteris-
tics and to make'recommendaﬁions for improving future inétitutes.

Finally, theathird set of data, the supervisor survey, was
analyzed by performing frequency tabulations‘of each of the nine

items included in the questionnaire and utilizing.éross-tabulations




to separate responses by institute. However, the individual
site analyses proved to be of little value since there was

great variation in the number of responses by site.
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ITI RESULTS

A. Participant Response Rates

Of-theA183 participants in all institutes for the summer of -
1982, 146 returned questionnaires. This resulted in an éO% re-
sponsé rate for alil participants. Howevér, there waslgre;t
variability in response rates by site, as well as wide variatiom
in the number of attendées - ranging from nine to S0. This
variationbis' shown in the table below. Numbers in the firsf
column repfeseht the number of attendecs at the institute:

percentages represent the rate of rceturn.

Table 1

) Participant Return Rates

Percent

Site ‘ Attendees Returns
Cal State—L.A./L.A. County l35 : 867
Nafional Hispanic University-Guadalajara 50 96% .
La Verne-Cuernavaca - . .19 '  63%
Cal State-Fullerton .' 9 89%

Univgr;ity of Pacific - Stockton | 14 792 o
Saﬁ Diego | 14* 57%
Tulare = | 13 ‘ 92%
Stanislaus | ’ 13 79
- Fresno ‘16 50%

* There was some discrepancy in this figure on different participant
lists. It is our belief that 14 people completed the program.

11~



Generally, the better established institutes had highef rates
of response; institutes that were reported to have'experienced
moré ﬁroblems also had lower response rates. We sﬁeculaﬁe from
this that participants who felt the institute experience had been

_ worthwhile were more likely to return the questionnaire. Althoﬁgh
a few questionnaires wefe returned from participants who clearly
relished the opportunity to air their gfievances., Since it is im-
possible to know, with certainty,vwhy participants at some insti-
tutes were so reluctant to retuén surveys, despite.follow—up~
reminders, findings for/those sites with especially low return

. B
rates should be interpreted with caution. /

| >
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B. Across-site Findings

The first analysis of the participant data was across-site
frequencies to determine participant evaluations of the Second
Language Institute ﬁrogram as a whcle. lThis yields a perspective
on the general effectiveness of the program as well as providing
a comparison reference whea analyzing data by individual:sites.

Participant Characteristics. Table 2 displays major back-

ground characteristics of the responding participants.

Table 2

N Resgpndent Characteristics - All Sites
Sex - Times Attended

T _ m;le 23% » once 687

female 77% twice 25%

A . . t};;ee | A

Ethnicity Professional Rolc

Anglo " 75% - School Psych. - 30%

Hispacic  16% Nurse 27

Black 2% - Speech/Lang.  29%
Asian . 57 Resource Spec. 15% .

Other | W T7% Bilingual Tch. 11%

Other* 11% -
* This cétegory included some individuals who identified them- 7_?
selves as having more than one title, administrators, and
currently unemployed/return students.

The reader will note that the "typicél" responding partici-

pént was female, white/Anglo, was attending a sﬁmméf institute for

v =13-
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the first time and was working either as a school psychologist or
speech and language specialist. Analyses of how_reépondents eval-
uated the Second Language Institutes according to sex, ethnicity,

times attended, and professional role will be presented in Section

C of this chapter.

Program Organizatidn. Overall; respondents éppear to have
Seen quite satisfied with the general manner in which t%e insti-
tutes were organized. Most reSponde;fs (approximately three—quérters)
felt that both the total léngth and the daily 1ength,of the programs
was "aﬁoﬁt right". (We will see in‘the individual site analyses that
there are differences in satisfaction depending on whether the pro-

gram was of six or four weeks duration.) Eighty-six percent of

respondents stated that location of the program was very important

in their decision to attend: For those who attended local progfamél
"convenience" was'the.overwhelming factor in their choice. For-those
who attended programs in Mexico a desire for cultural and linguistic
immersion was critical; for.this group, convenience &as not a 5rimary
concern. Most'respoﬂaents (87%) also felt ;hét‘the numﬁer of parti-
cipants in their program was "about right" wnich was interesting;

"giveh the wide range in number of atfendees at the different institutes.
Most (82%) were also happy with the professional compogition of.their
fellow payticiﬁants. However, tﬁere was greater dissatisfaction Qith

the level of linguistic ability of their fellow participants. One

‘quarter felt there was too much variability in ability, and another

15% felt others were either too highly or too lowly skilled. Three

=14



.quarters of the respondents reported they felt there had been

adequate staffing to meet the instructional needs of the program.

-

Language Instruction. Table 3 displays the percentage break-

downs forfparticipant responses to the questions about the language
instruction they received.
Table 3

Language Instruction - All Sites (N=146)

Time Devoted to Instruction Instructional Methods
Too" little . i 33%. Boring ' 16%
About right 62% , Standard 49%
Too much 6% | Creative 36%

Instructional Content e Instrnctors
Did not focus on needs 23% = L Not good 102
Adequate o 427 Adequate 287
“ Focused exadtly'on needs  34% Excelleﬂ£$ | 437%
| Varied/uneven 20%

The reader wilivnote that fully 6né;third of the respondents
felt that inadequatg time had been spent on language instiuction;
very few respondepts felt that too much time had been spent on ié.
H?w%yér, most.réspondents rated the insfruéﬁion they received.as

/ ’ ‘ .
. at/least adequate and the language program, overall, can be con-
7 : : : .

/

Jrsidered to have been at least moderately successful. Individual
/Site analyses will reveal considefable variation between sites
with réspect to satisfaction with lahguage instruction, and

Chapter IV, Discussion, will deal in greater depth with the issue

~]15~
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- of time spent on language instruction.

Culture. The cultural component of the Second Language
Institutes appears to have been the least successful compopent with
respect to focusing exactlf on what the students feltJthéy needed.
Thexé was also wide vériation between individual sites in their
satisfaction ratings of the?cultural components which will be
dealt with in greater detail in section D of this chaéter. Table 4

below shows participant responses to questions about the cultural

Instruction. , .
) Table 4
Cultural Instruction - All Sites (N=146)
Time Devoted to Instruction . Instructional Methods
Too little ' 21% Boring ’ . 267
About right: 587 " Standard . 427
Too much 20% T | Creative 31%
Instructional Content ' .. Instxuctors -
Did not focus ' Not good 12%
on needs 25% ‘ :
. ' Adequate 337
Adequate ' . 57% ’ B
: Excellent ' 32%
Focused exactly .
on needs 18% “Varied/uneven 16%
) No formal inst. ‘ISZ

Ciearly; most respondents found the cultural instruction to
be at least adequate and, in that sense, the component must be
considered moderatelyvsuccessful._'However,'fully'one-fourth of

the respondents rated the instructional content as poor and the
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teaching methods as “boring" which leaves some room for improvement
in thi; area.

Assessment. Table 5 displays gil respohdents' evéluagions
of the assessment component . Most notabie among these findings are
thaf almost one-third (32%)“of the respondents felt too little time
had been devoted to assessment instruction, and more pebﬁlé rated
the instructipnal content as not focusing on thgir.needs thaﬁ fe1t
it focused exactly og,their needs. Analyses of individual sites
and participant comments (Section III D) sheds further light on
these findings. 2

Table 5

Assessment Instruction - All Sites (N=146)

Time Devoted to Instruction Instructional Methods
Too liftle 32z Boring S 19%
‘About right - 517% Standard . 55%
Too much o 147% ‘ Creative . 25%
Instruétional Content . _ ‘ Instruétors
Did not focus . on needs - 29% . .Not good 11%
Adequate - . AT Ad;quate . " 33%
Eocdsed exactly on needs 28% Excellent . 36%
| | sVafied/uueyen 17%

o

An additional interestlng'plghllght of the responses is that

more than one-third (36%) df/;£e respondents rated the assessment.

"instructors as "excellent." This is consistent with the other .
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categories of instruction: respondents. appear to evaluate the
curriculum independently'of the instructors and are-hérsher
critics of the cur%iculum tﬁan of the‘teachers.

Other. In an effort to determine if participation in the
Second Language Institute program had ha& any real imﬁact on
participants' day-to-day work situation, we'asked if their work
role had changed étVéll since attending the institute.. Oniy 14%
reported an official role change. However, more thah ; third |
(j;%) noted that their responsibilities had changed unofficially
and that they were now assuming.a more expanded role in_Wofking
with Limited English Proficient childrén. Validation of this

finding is also found in te supervisors' responses which are

discussed in section F.



c. Analyses by farticipant Background Chafacteristicg

| ToAdétermine if particular characteristics of the'particifants
affected the way they evaluated the program or the kinds of needs
or expectations they brought to the institute, cross tabulations

of your major participant characteristics - sex, ethniéity, profes-
sional role, and number of years a;tending the program - and aﬁéyers
to key evaluatiog?questions w;re rﬁn. Some interesting differences
were found.

Sex. No sighifiéant'differences weretfound for this wariable,
This may be due to the_f#ct that none existed, 6r it may be due to
;n inability fo.piék up such differenées‘since the sample was over-
whelmingly female (77% to 23% male).

Ethnicity. 1t is well to keep in miﬁd_that the Second Language
Institufe participants were largely "Anglo,"“aﬁd that all others
comprise only 257 of the responding sample. Iﬁ absolute numbers
there were 23_Hispanics, 3 Blacks, 7 Asians, an&none "other" re-
sponding.. A&ditionally, soﬁe institutes had véry few minoritigs,
and one - Fﬁllerton - accounted for most of-the Asians, fesulting
in the possibility of some confounding of findings. Hence, thé
reader is cau;iongd_not to draw overly‘broad-conclusions from this
data. However,”some'findings are particularly iﬁteresting,
éséecially when miﬁority gfoups fend to respond in a singular voice.

1. Language Instru;tion.' Hispanics were somewhat more likel&

to think that too much time had been devoted to language

instruction (17% versus 4% for Anglos, 0% fér Blacks and

{



0% for Asians). Without having any way of knowing for sure,
we may speculate that these individuals were most likely to

be the already fluent bilingual teachers. Both Hispanics

(30%) and Blacks (100%) .tended to be more satisfied with

1
the content of language instruction, rating it as excellent;

<

than the Anglos (21%).

Culture. Hispanics (48%) and Asians (33%) were much more

likely to feel that too-little time had been spent on cultural

instruction than were Anglos (16%) or Blacks (0%). This is

:interesting since Hispanic and Asian cultures were targeted

in the programs. One could speculate that since Hispanics
and Asians are likely to know more about their own cultures,
they may also notice the gaps in instruction more. Also

interesting was the fact that with respect to evaluation of -

;the content of instruction Hispanics and Anglos looked

ion was ar least adequate We may draw the general conclus—

»ion>that many Hispanics were saying the instruction was in-

fadequate because it did not cover enough material while the

\

'~7Anglos were more likely to feel the problem lay in the fact

LT,

that the wrong things were covered
..”Assessment. The most extreme, and least ea:y to. extlain,

'=fhnic differences were found for the evaluation of the

“T#hasses;ment componeﬁt. More than half (52%) of the Hispanics

. and 40% of the Asians felt too little time had been devoted

BN




to assessment, compared with only .29% of thé Anglos and 0%

of the Blgcks. On the other hénd, Hispanics and Blacks were
much more satisfied wiEh the instruction the& receiv;@: 48%
of H}spanic# and 677% of Blacﬁs stated that it focused gxactly;
on their needs, compared to only 25% of Anglos and 0% of

Asians.

Professional Role. Several,inﬁeresting differences emerged witH
réspect to the participants' professional roles that prébably shoﬁld
be taken\iﬁtoMaccount_during the program planning phase of the |
igétitutes. The most cohsistent - and‘probably most important be-
cause of their numbers -~ differences were found‘between thé‘school
psychologists and the speech/language specialists.

1. Language. More than half (54%) of the school psycholqgists
felt too little time had been devoted to iénguage instructioﬁ,
while only 297 of the speech/language specialists felt this“
to be the case. Reésource épecialists and bilingualé teachers
‘were very satisfied with the timé-&evoted fo instrﬁction with
85 5nd‘80 percent respectively noting that it was atAleast
adequate. On other_measu:es of l#nguage ins;ruction, siénif— :
icant differences bétweeﬁ groups were not noted.

2. Culture. The only finding of‘particular interest here was
that bilingual téachers, much more than any other group,
wanted more cultural instruction. Forty percent noted that
the time devote& to this.comppnent had been inadequate;

3. Assessment. Speech/language épecialists were considerably




more inclined to want more time~devoted to assessment than
were the psychologists, with 40% and 23%, respectively,
stating that too little time had been spent on this com-~
ponent. iBilingual teachers were most satisfied with time
spent (80% said it was "about‘fight"). All three school -
nurses in the sample felt the assessnent component did not
meet their needs, otherwise opinions on the quality of
i{nstruction were fairly even across professional groups,
with,the.exception that bilingual teachers were vety
satisfied with instructional content; only 13% said it did

not meet their needs.

To summarize: On the whole, bilingual teachers were

most satisfied with the language and assessment com-
ponentsv their maJOr complaint was that they would have
liked more cultural instruction. Psychologists were most .
dissatisfied with the time spent on language instruction°
they would have preferred more. Speech and language
specialists wanted more of a focus on assessment than

did’ other groups; and nurses found no use at all in the |
assessment component as it washorganized.

Times attended. While the bulk of the participants were first

time ‘attendees (96 of 146).and relatively few were attending for the

third time (11), some striking differences emerged between the

.
}

. groups. Theoretically, the second and third time participants

should have a perspective on the institutes that would not be
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shared by others, and this may be what is reflected in our findings.
Also, people whb‘have chosen. to return to the program are probably

| a self-selected group of individuals who tend t; be more satisfied
with the program offerings - or they would not have returned. On the
other hand, the differences in absolute numbers between thg g;oups
are sufficiéntly large to create an-artifact in the findings which
warrants caution in interpretation of the da;a.

i. Program Organization. Differences were found between these

groups with respect to how they viewed-program organization
that were not encountered when we/compared other backgroﬁnd
characteristics. Satisfaction with the language abili;y of
other.participants appears to increase with the number of
times attendéng an institute. Only'SZZ of first—timefs re-
ported being satisfied with the linguistic skill level of
their fellow students, while §BZ of second~timers and 917%
of the third-time attendees éxpressed such satisfactioﬂ.
However, satisfaction with'the number of fellow partiéipants
tended to decrease with time spent in the program: 277 of
third-time participants felf‘there were too many pebple in
the program, while oniy four and;three percent oﬁ_firét and
.secondétimers, fespectively, had a similar complaint.
Apparentl&, the longer in the prograﬁ, the more some par-
ticipants may wish for more individualized instruction.'

2. Langﬁage.  First time attendees tended to be considerably

more satisfied with the amount of time that was devoted
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‘to 1aqguage‘instruction than were the other two groups.

While 57% of the first timers felt it Qas “about right,"
nearly half (497% of second-timers and 467 of chird-timers)
wangéd more time dgvoted to_lénguage in;truction. Third-
time attendees; on the other hand, were most satisfied with
the content of the lénguage instruction: none reported that

it failed to focus on their needs while 28% of the first-

time attendees felt this was the case. .

Culture. “Third-time attendees were also much more sﬁtisfied'ﬂ

with the cultural instruction than were the other two

groups: only nine percent of the third-timers felt the

- instruction did not focus on their needs as compared to 257%

-

of second- and 297 of third-time atFehdees. With respect |
to their evaluation of the amount of time spent on cultural
instrﬁction there were no significanf differénces Eetween
the groups.

Assessment. Again, with respect to assessment instruction,
third-time attendeeé teﬁd tolexhiﬁit mpfe satisfaction with
the program Fhan do the other group;. More than oné-third
of first and sécond-timers felt iﬁadgquéte tiﬁe had been
dévoted to assessment whi;e only 9% of the ghird—timers“

shared this opinion. Eighty-two percent of the third-timers

felt the time spent was "about right," while .only 56% of

first time attendees andIBBZ of second-time attendees agfeed.

With respect to instructional content,ldifférences in opinion

YA



were not substantial.

To Summarize: Third-time attendees (and to some lesser

extent second-timé‘attendees alsc) fand to be less critical
of the program organization - perhaps begause they héve a
better idea of what to expect. One suspeéts that they
probabl& would not have returned,if.they were highly
éritical“of the progfaﬁ. However, returnees do appear to
be expréésing a greater need for language instruction than
for asSessmeﬂt or culture training. Tﬁis should probably

'

" be taken into consideration in future program planning.




D. -Analyses of Individual Sitest

1. California State University, Los Angeles - Los Angeles
County Superintendent of Schools

Participant Characteristics. Overall, respondents from the

Cal State L.A.'site were very much like the average of all re-
spondents, with one exception: well over half (57%)iof_them had
attended at least one institute.in therpast. This is compared to
only 33% for all respondents. The reader will recall!from earlier
discussion that second-and third-time participants tended to ev-
aluate their institute experience somewhat differently than did
first time participants. Of course, it is not possible irom these

.

data to disentangle the portion of differences that may be attrib-
uted to the characteristic of being a repeat particinant from the
characteristics of the programs they attended, since a dispropor—'
tionate number of repeaters attended two of the sites - Cal State
L.Av and Guadalajara. However, it is still worthwhile to keep

this participant characteristic in nindisince respondents who have
had previous experience with the institutes should, theoretically, -
have a broader base of knowledge'from'Which.to evaluate the effec-
tiveness.of the program they attendeda

-

Program Organization. Participant respondents were generally

very satisfied with_the organization of this program, particularly

1 Frequency p*ofiles for features, of each of the sites can be found
-in Appendix D.
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with the language and asséssment ins;rﬁctional groupings. The

overwhelming majority of respondeuts (83%) réported that.they were

satisfied with fhe language ability level of their fellow sthdents,_

cémpared to 60% for all sites combined. (Language ability of

parti;ipants tended to be uniformly higher_than for seygral of

the other institutes.) There was, however, one area of program

organization that nngéndered conside;abledériticism: that was the
fséheduling of classes and claéSfooms. Participantsvcomplaiﬁed

that the course schedule was too'choppy, being broken into hour

slots, and much time was wasted traveling from room to room lookingi

fo; the next course session. Mahy suggested that extending the

duration of sessions and maintaining.students in the same rooms
 would. result in less confusion and better use of timé.

Language. Overall,‘the laﬂgﬁage component of the .program

was rated highef than for any other institute. Altgqugh there was
a high rate of response fé; this institute,,almqst no one critici-

zed the language cémpdnen£ as bé;ng ineffective. Half of the

respondents rated the instructional methods as "creative" and 677

felt ﬁhé staff was "excellent." The focus on-terminology and |

specific content were‘cited by several participants as especialiy

éffective features of ;his component. The only-ériticism ;as

that a substantial numBer (43%) "would have liked to have had more

time devoted to language instruction.

Culture. Respondents' evaluation of the cultural component
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wasvvéry similar to the overall evaluation and hence could be
considered moderately effective. The one exception was the fact
that no one'gavé a low rating to the instructors in this area.
Apparently the instructors were viewed as being superior to their -
curriculum. |

Assessment. ﬁost respondents (70% compared to 51% for the
total sample) felt that the amount of time devoted to assessment

instruction was "about right." And, while most respondents were

at least moderately gatisfied witﬁ the instfuction they'received,
a subétapﬁial percentage (371)‘ra£ed the instructors of this
component «s "varie& or uneven.”" An analysis of the participants'
comménts indicates that this was probably associated with éqme
discontentment that the assessment component had overemphasized
psychological assessment and underemphasized speech(and language
evaluatién. Since the percentage of school psychologists and
speech people was exactly equal,‘this'imbala;ce in the curricuvlum
was considered inappropriate by many.

Qghgé. Among the program strengths thét were noted by a
number of fespondents were (1) the use of roleé-playing and video-
tapes as methods of iﬁstruction; (2) the use oé telephbne tutors
‘which some‘students found invaluablé; and (3) the ievel'of enthus-
iasm of the instructors in the progrfam.

Only one additional criticism was leveled against the program

and that was the inclusion of.fluent bilingual. teachers in the
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language classes with other, less proficient, studéntg; Severél
respondents feit that the needs of ﬁhese individuals were very .
different from their own.and'there was a tendency to shift the
‘apprdpriate focus of instruction, on occasioﬁ, away from a more

central focus.

Program Ranking. The Cal State L.A. program was ranked
highest of all institutes for its language instruction domponent
and was also ranked among the highest for methods and instrucéional

content in the assessment component. All other rankings were in the

medium range.

2. HNational Hispanic University (NHUj - Guadalajiara

_Participant Characteristics. 'Béckgfound characteristics

of the participants for the NHU institute were almost‘éxactly
parallel to tbe ckaracterisfics of all-reépoﬁdeﬁts. The bﬁtstanding
feature of these participants was their high rate of response to

the questionnaire. Re;ponse rate for this institﬁte;was‘962, fénder-,
ing a high degree of reliability for fhe findings.

Program Organization. ﬁarticipants fesponses to qﬁestioné

about.pfogram organization were also uniformly consistent with
responses for the\evalgation sample as a whole, feflectiﬂg'an over--
all satisfactipn‘with the way the program had been organized. The

‘single criticism in this area which was voiced by a substantial

o

number of respondents was that pre-testing for program placement

v -

was inadequate. Apparently several participants had to be moved

-]

from one language ability group to another because initiél assess~
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ment had been inaccurate. Many People expressed concern that
valuable time had been lost and other partihipants' instruction
adversely affected by imprope} placement of some ﬁartiéipants.
hanguage{ The most interesting finding about languége
instruction was the diver;ity of opinion about hhe qdality of
instructional content. ‘Appfoximately oné;thifd (31%) of respond- -
ents felt the language inStruction was poor, ‘another third (33%)>
rated it adehuate aﬁd a final third (35%) felt it focused exahtiy

an their needs. This may be related, in part, to the problems
noted with placing partipipanté into instructional gEouﬁs. There
Qas also some criticism thét hhe instruction ovcr—emphasized
grammar at the expense of conversational practice.

Culture. Overaii, the cultu?al qomponenf of the NHU pro-
gram feceived a somewhat lower réting hhan all instifutes combined.
Forty-two pércent of respondents (compared to just 25% for éll
. institutes) felt the contesh was inadequéte and almost half (48%)

_ rated instrhctibnal methods as boring. Twice 5s(many participénts

in hhe NHU progrém (25%) as in allrﬁrograms (12%) stated that the
instructors of the cﬁltural cthonent were nht good. This finding

, ;is interesting since the NHU prhgram offers a culturai immérsion as

a highlight of.the ﬁrogram's advantagés and manybﬁarticipahté
‘selected it at least partially on ﬁhat basis. Alsd_interes;ing to
note is the fact that there.was overwhelming praise from participént;‘

for the involvement of local Mexican families. Apparently this as-

- pect of the program was well organized and many students ‘commented
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that ic had been the most instructiﬁe feature of the:ﬁrbgram. It
appears tﬁat formal attemﬁts at instructing about culture were less
successful than,fhe more informal method of living with a Mexican
family. -

Asgessment. Nearly half (46%) of the respondents-felt that
too little time had been devoted to instruction of assessment
techniques, however, the instruction that was offered was rated

somewhat more highly than assessmeéent instruction for all institutes.

More than half (52%) reported that instructional content focused

exactly on their needs, ;his compares to only 28% for all parti-
cipants énd a substanti;l number described the instruction as
"creative."'_Instructérs in this component were apparently highly
regarded b& the participants, with 697 reporting that they were
ekcéllént (compared to 36% for all groups). The participants'
evaluation of the Hssessment component is also.somewhat»surprising
since the iﬁstitute director‘felp thag this compbnent‘was the
least stro?g in the program. The difector'had cited a need for
more "hands=oﬁ'; experien;e with children. He also fe}t that the
: cutriCulum.should Eg ﬁore‘standardizea to incorporateﬂa broader
range of pérspectives. This comment was made by étaff membefs at
..otherfinstitutes as well, but NHU ﬁarticipants apparently did not
feel:tﬁe curriculum had been overly narrow. Yet the consisfently
high praise given to inst;uctops aﬁﬁ methodé of iﬁstruct%on, in
particular, leads usﬂtohthe conclusion tﬂ;t pérticipants"evalua—

~.tion§ of the assessment’ component may have been more influenced by



the charismatic nature of the instructors than the actual curriculum .

content.

Program Ranking. Overall, the NHU institute received mixed

reviews. The dssessment component was ranked highest for all
institutes, while the other two components fgll into’ the’ medium
range. There was, however, a surprising lack of consensus about
the quality of the language instruction offered by the program
Qith almost as.manyistudents reporﬁing it was inadequate as those
reporting it was excellent.

~ : .

3. University of La Vérne/Cal State San Bernardino-Cuernavaca

_Pafticipant Characteri;tics. Only 12 of the 19 partigipants
in the program returned their questionnaires,, for q‘tétal fat; of
retufn of 63%. This was one of fhé lowest fétufn ?ates for all
institﬁtes. Of those parti;ipants responding it appears that there
‘was a somewhat higher mindrity involvement in this institute than
in most others. Thirty-three percent of feépondents were Hispanic
'and:8%~Were Black. - Othe;wise résﬁondents shared similar background
ch#kacteristics'to the study sample aé a whole. |

Program Orgahization. The only area in which participants

;t this site tended to differ substantiality from others was with
‘respect to organizationqur assessment instruction; 'Fbrty—two percent
of the respondents claimed they had not been grouped and an additional
17% felt that whateQe; groupings had occurred had’ been ineffective.
" Other criticiéms of the assessment instruction included poor planning

 with respect to scheduling éppointhents to.observe in local agencies
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i
and too loosely structured assessment component. These criticisms

are reflected in participants’ evaldation_of”;he assessment componen?.

[b]

Language. Overall, participants' views of content, methods ® .
and instructors in the cbmponent were eonéistent with the Yiews of
the total sample, that is, participants were generally quite safis;
- fied. JThese respondents did difféf witﬁ the group as a.whole,
though, %p'believiﬁg that the institute had dong a pargicularly
good job in alotting sufficient time to language instruction (83%
reported tiﬁe devoted was "asout right" compared to 62% for the
saméle as a‘whole).

L] .

Cultu;el Respondents also appeared to be somewhat more satisfied
with the ;uitural component of this prbgram thﬁn:were all respondents.
No one reported the methéds to be boring and oniy one person (8%) felt
tﬁe instruction did not meet his or her needs. Additionally, the
opportunity to live with a Mexican family and to take excursions -
around the site area were singl;d out by several respondeﬁts as par-
ticuiarly éﬁriching cultural expefiences.

Assessment. Overall, réspondents Weré least ;atiéfied with
the assessment cbmponent ;nd rated it lower than the combiﬂed
ratings acrosskinstitutes. Forty-two pércent of. these ;espohdents.
(comparéd to 29% for all respondents) felt the instruCtion did not
meet their'neéds and one-fourth of respondents rated instructors
as poor (compared to li% for al} respondents) . - This shddld be con-

sideréd alongside the finding'that participants apparently were not

grouped by background or professioh for ins%ruptién.
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Other This site had a unique feature ‘built into it that

:distinguished it from other programs - a series of follow-up work-"

': u'-

l~shops scheduled on a regular basis throughout the school year fol--

.-

bfilowing the summer of 1982 Participants appeared -to be excited by

’ﬁffthis innovation and prelﬁninary comments suggested that some of the
.ﬁbugs in the assessment component were being worked out during the
'”follow;up sessions.. Several participants noted that the follow—up

workshOps were a particularly strong feature of the program.

' Progzgm Rank g The La Verne program could most accurately

'be described as moderately successful overall having received no

7outstandingly high or. low rankings in uny of its components, with

fif the exception that participants ranked it number two for the amount

v:pgof time devoted to language instruction. o

) d'fCalifornia State University, Fullerton

; Participant'Chﬂracteristics;’ The CalaState Fullerton institute

g
L .-

t"tiwas a small project~- only nine participants - that focused on Asian
shﬂslanguages and culture., Seven studied Cantonese, three Vietnamese.
Despite the fact there were few participants, all but one returned

their questionnalres;;Sq we can,stillfhavensome'confidence in.our

findings. R

.'lParticlpants in'this program d1ffered substantially from the
:ioverallvsample with respect to background characteristics.. There
lwas only.one male reSpondent “the majority of participants (63%)
'awere Asians, and the.largest profe551onal category represented

'5tamong respondents was'"Bilingual teacher Three-fourths of re-

.w:-
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spondents were éttending a Second Language Instifute for the first
time, éjslightly higher number than the overall sample.

Program Orggnization. There were also notable differences

in these participants' views of the'organization of the program.
Thirty-eight percent felt the total length of the program (four

" weeks compared to six weeks for most'pthgrs) was too sh&rt, and
_terribly intensive. Instfuctiqn lasted eight hours ﬁer day, and
often included a&aitioﬁal homework. . Considerably fewer respondents
felt tﬂe program's location (63%4compared to 86% for all respondents).
was very important. Apparéntly a substantial number of thé partiQ
cipants attended the program because of what it was rather than

)where if was. In fact, for several participants the program;si
location was a hardship, nécéssitating ldng commutés, or living
out of a trailer parked near the program's site during the week.

Language. Respondents' ratings of the language instruction

compbnent do not déparﬁ significantly from respondents"fatings-for
all inStitutgs. One e#ception relates té the aﬁount of variation
in language ability among the.gfrticipant groups. Sixty-three per-
cent, coﬁpare& to 252 for all respondents - stated that language
ability of fellow students was too varied. Tﬁe program's_small
gize'preven:ed much ability groupiﬁg, instead individualized in-
. struction was emphasized. Given the number of participants, all
students learniﬁé Cantonese Qorked in one group and the tﬂrée

- students studying Vietnamese had their own group.

Otherwise, Cal Fullerton's respondents were notably vneritical
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of the language instruction. None rated the_instrﬁctional»methods

as boring, or the instructors as poor; On the other hand, these
participants were also somewhat less laudatory with oply 257 reporting
that the methods usee were "'creative'. Iﬂstrﬁctors were, however,
rated relatively high with 63% of ‘respondents giviﬁg ehem an
"excellent" rating (compared ;b 437% for all respondents).

During one site visit, students indica;ed particularly en-
jo§ing th daily on~site lunch Wi;h their . instructors. It proyided .
an opportunity for one additioﬁal_hour of leeguage practice, as

" well as~informel "shop~talk".

Culture. Respondents'wratiﬁgs of the cultural component
closely paralleled those of the language component, with little
overt crieicism of the pregram. Most pefticipants'appeared'ﬁo feel
the instruct?on was at least adequate, elthough half of these re;
spondents (compared to 21% for all responder:s) believed too little |
time was devoted to cultural instruction. Discussion ef culture
and its relevange to essessment and language was interspersed
tﬁroughout the iustructionai day.. In addition, visits to local
Chinese and Vietnaﬁese community resources, from markets to social
service centers took place. An effort wis made to introduce
students to available Asian resources they could call on at a
future time;

Assessment. Sixty~three percent of resPOndenfs evaluated
the assessment content as "adequate and .757 felt instructional

methods weré 'standard’. Few participants rated the assessment

~36~




component poorly or exceptionally good. Assessment insfruction
inciuded two practica at a local elementary school, and fifteen
" ‘hours of lecturés by'é variety'of consultants with exﬁertise in
some aspect of assessment. The general instructioﬁal philosopﬂy'
was that Asian resources rel;ted to ésséssing LEP kids are very
scarce, there. is a lack of form;l instruﬁents,‘and profeésionals
often have to improviée; use informal assessment técﬁniqueszand
observation, énd shére locally developed tests. The aséessment
sessioné tried to expose participants to ﬁrofesgional experts
working with Asians. )

'ngihgg. Parti~ipants appear té have-been satisfied with
the instruétion they reczived, while believing there was still
some room fo£ imppovement,'particularly with respect to thé_

amount of time devoted to cultural instruction.

~ Program Rankings. Cal State Fullerton's program receiver

high ratings for time devoted to, language and 1anguage-instrdctors.
Both the cultural coﬁponent and the assessment component fell within
the me&ium range, indicating a moderately succéssful pfogram.
The institute.received only one "low ranking‘and_this'was for
totél length of prggram.' Participants felt the program was too
short (4 weeks) to adequately cover the material.

5.  University of the Pacific (UOP) - Stockton

2

Participant Characteristics. Background characteristics of

Atheée participants were similar to those of all respondents.

However, ratings of this program were chara~terized by extremes



in reactions to the three instructional components. And since
the reSponse rate was fairly high (79%), some confidence may be
placed in the findings.

Program Organization. . The single most outstanding departure

from other institutes is the finding that 82% of participants felt
the daily length.of the program was tqo long. 1Indeed, the UOP
_program had scheduled the lengthiest day - 8530-5:30 - of any of
the programs and offered the greatest total number of hours of
instruction. While the obJective of the program planners - to
offer a highly intensive experience - is certainly-admirable, the
participants may not have peen able to take full.advantage of the
.program cfferings due to over-satnration.

There were also a number of comments by participants noting
general problems in planning, organization, and division of time
.between components. Several participants felt the coordinator had

not been receptive to participantsf concerns in this area.
Language. Tée language compqnent of this institute was rated
very low.. Eighty-~two percent of respondents felt‘theainstruction
did ngt focus on their needs and the methods used were "poring;"
Seventy-three percent of the respondents rated the instructor as
"not éood." Numerous comments were made by participants about the
.methods being too "traditional,".with an over-enphasis.On"the text=-
book = ccnjugation of nerbs, etc. - and lack of opportunity to use
the langnage in a meaningful way. .It was also note& that some
students' secend language skills were so low that other students

\

-38-



were held back. The suggestion was made that a separate grouping
of these students would have fdcilitated learning for all.
Culture. The cultural component of this program, on the

other hand, was rated extremely high. Eighty-two percent of the

respondents repofted that instruction focused exactly on their
needs; 917 of respondents réted the methods of instruction as
creative éﬁd the instructor as excellent. A&4itioﬁally, an
inﬁovatiSn which was introduced at this site that bréught together
‘Hispanic Migfant students with program participants for lunchtime
discussions was noted by several respondents as being partiéulariy-
enlightening.

Aésessment, Thg assessment goﬁponent was rated very similarly
to the assessment components for all institutes combined. Eighty
percent of the .respondents rated it at least aﬁquateu However,
another inte:eéting,innévafidn had beén introduced at this site
that received some mentioﬁ by respondents.'.Parficipants were pro-
vided the opportunity to wor# fairly extensively in a nearby
elementgry school ‘with migrant children who had been.referred for
special education evaluation; ‘This provided the participants wiﬁh
the uniqueiobportunity to "try out" the assesément_skills they
.Qere learning oﬁ.students exactly like the oneS‘théy would: encounter
daily in the‘San Joaquin Valley whef; phe bulk of the pregram par- .
ticipants were locate&. ' . . s

. Other. It is worth emphasizing that although this program

received rather mixed.reviews, it attempted to gear its prbgram to

LY
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the specific population - migrant students - that the participants
were -most likely to encounter in their jobs. 1In this respect the
- institute offered a model fox instruction that should not be over-

looked in future program planning.

‘PrograﬁlBanking. The UQP institute ho;ds the,uniqﬁé distinction’i
of having both ; highesf ranked component - culture -'and a lowest ’
ranked component.- langudge. The assessment component aiso ranked
rei;tively high, with instruct%onal content and methods being rated
number three of all insfitutes and instructoys number two.

6. San Diego County Department of Education - Cal State San Diego

Participant Characteristics. Compared to the overall sample.

average, a higher pércentaée of the San Diego program respondents
were male (50% Qs. 16%,. and school psychologists by profession (50%
vérsus 30%), and a slightly higher than average were attending a
second language institute for the first time. As previously discussed,
these éerSonal cﬁaractgristics may gffect participant expectations
and evaluations of the program. The San Diego program parficipants
exhiBitedfthe second lowésf'response fate to the evaluation'qgestion-
naire aﬁa assigned their progfam the lowest overall ratings for
'iﬁstruétional Eomﬁdnents. While 43% of all participants_did not
return qqéstionnaires, thus requiring some caution in iﬁterpreting

' resuité, thé responses of éhose who did.reﬁurn questionnaires show
consistency with each other, as well as with the opinions students

expressed during the site visit.

Program Organization. While participants felt generally sat-

A
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isfied with the number of feliow participants, their p:ofeésiénal
composition; and instructional gfoupings, many »xpressed feelings

of disharﬁoﬁy bétweeﬁ the staff and participants. In analyses of
written and verbal comments, théy expressed a nggq’fgr the program

to be in the hands of special education personmel, not bilingual
education specialists, citing.thatvthe latter'did not understand
student needs, undervalued their skills,. and preéénted aéSessment

and cultufe materials lack;ﬂg dépth, sophistication, and the;retical.
basis.

Langugge. Eight&—eight'percent of respondents felt too little
time (tﬁreéihours per day, or 50% of program time) was devoted to
language instr@ction. Use of the Spanish language was confined to
formallinstructioﬁal time, an asseésmént and chl;ure lectﬁres were
qénducted primarily in English. Respondents could not agree on the
_qualit& of inétrﬁction offered. AimOét equal numbers of participants

A}

‘rated instructional confent‘as poor or as excellent. Similarly,’
equai numbers rated instructors poor, adequate, éxcelléﬁt, or varied.
Dﬁring the site visif,‘séudénts'in the beginhing_and intéfmediate--
language groups indi;ated being generally pleased with the p;ogram
and their progfess in it althoﬁgh advanced students cOmplained,
langﬁage training mate;ials at their"level‘weré incompiete, or not -
yet'devel;ped. ‘Somé diésétisfaction with the.languagé training
program stemmed from personal conflict between one of ;he Spanish
instrucfors and hég students.

Culture. Thbugh formally accounting for only approximately

=41~
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©20% of instructional time, a very high percentage (88%) of respond- ..
' eﬁts felt too much'time was devoted to culture instruction in the
proéram. This is probably related to the finding that 75% felt
instructional‘methods were "Bbring." (éixty—three percent reported
that the content did not focus on their needs and half rated their
instructors as poor. étudents expressed disappointment»that the
program had not taken advantage of more local resources available
in- San Diego, and the-nearby Mexican towns. During our site visit;
many commented éhey felt instructors'iacked sophistication, éon—
, déscended to students, and failed to aéknowle4ge considerable
-stﬁdent ekpe:tise about Mexican-American culture and problems.
Assessment. The agsessmenélcomponent was also rated very %ow.
All respondents reported tha; the instructional content didvnot
focus on their needs and all but one respondent k88%) reported that
the teaching methods were "Boring." Fifty percent of respondents-
iatéd thg instructors as Jnot good;" the 9ther half repo;ted the
instructors as varied or uneven in pérformance.' Diverging per—
ceptions of participant competence méy have marred the as?essment
.segment. Students felt -they were experienced in assessing LEP
children, and many were alread& called upon.to conduct asséssment
on the job. The assessment staff, on the other hand, felt many of
the participapts' Spanish language proficienéy and Cultﬁral
sensitivity le§e1 needed héighpening’béfore;being allowed to assess
real students. Furthef, participapts felt they would have been
better serye&_by a staff member familiar with the Mexican-American

// . ' /;2—

y B . (&t? Lo ﬁ‘4£) 2 : T



-experience in California. ‘Respondents perceived.that the background
and experience of the assessment’component instructor did not match
theirnneeds. They worked‘and'were familiar nith Mexican-Americanl
students in.California; the instructor's eﬁperience was on the

East Coast with other Hispanic gorups.

Other. While generally satisfied with the Hispanic Training
Institute s approach to Spanish instruction at the béginning and
intermediate levels, students were disappointed with other aspects
of the program. Tue to management problems, the program did not
deliver some of the‘things it promised. For example, an assessment
pragticum, use of San biego andvnearby Mexican resources. Students
noted lack of cohesiveness, no interaction among staff and students
outside the class as weaknesses. Spanish instructors finished
their shift at 11:30 a.m., and did not stay to‘have lunch and in-:'
formally practice Spanish with their students, something which
students felt enhanced student-staff relations, and contributes )

to language acquisition in other sites.

Program Ranking. Both the culture and assessment components

of this program were ranked lowest overall for all‘institutes.
Additionally, the overall length of the program was éiven a low
rating (one quarter felt it was too long)»and the amount of time
devoted to language instruction was also ranked low -.participant
respondents felt too little time was spent here. The program did

-

receive one relatively high ranking; it was rated number three for

¢

language "instructional methods.



(7-9) Cal State Fresno
‘ There wece three'progtam sites - T ‘ar: L am. T

under the same directorship and genera. stru. e. . .eve., si
each site had different staff they apparently varied considerably.
Hence each.site has been treated as a'sepatate institute for
purposes of evaluation: |

7. Tulare sitee

Background characteristics of the ﬁarticipants in the Tpla:e .
program differed somewhat from participants in genera1: almost all
participants were female (91%:of respondents), all were Anglo, and . £
627% were resource specialists. There were no school psychologists
and only two speech/language specialists - the two largest professional
,categories representei at the other institutes, Three-fourths of N

participants- were attending their first institute

_Prog;am Organization., The Tulare Second Language Training

Institute was part of a HILT (High Intensity Language Training Pro-
gram) run by the Tulare County Department of Education All instruc-
tion took place on site, at a large, modular building housing“‘ -
County Education offices. Iﬁstitute participants were grouped
according to ianguage ability, and the:r joined‘together three times
_per week, for 45 minute lectures and dieeussione of asseéssment
issues. - All of the Qeweeks-long, 7-hours-a~day program was taught
iﬁquanish and eince_a Mexican-style lunch was inciaded as part of

the program, students and staff had the opportunity to informally

practice SﬁaniSh during the lunch break.
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Language. Tulare County has several years experience con-
" ducting HILT progfams for bilingual teéchers. Respondents were -
generally quite satisfied with>the langgagé.instrugtion component, -
and cited the SpaniShAimmeréion approach requiring participants to
speak Spanish all day iong,'as one of the Yrogram's strong points.
All but one respondent félt thét’thg time devoted to instruction
was "about right" and 82% felt the instructional methods were

. creative and held students' interests. However, 507 of respondents
rated the iﬁs££;cturs‘as varied or uneven.
Culture. The culture component was ﬁot taught separately,
“ but integrated throughduf the program.  For instance, cultural
issues affecting testing were discussed during éésessment lécturés.
During the site visit, students indicated fhey considered N
themselﬁes quite knowledgeable and experienced aboﬁg the Central
Valley's Mexican-Americah and Mexican students and families théy
Qorked with, but virﬁually all reéponaents found the instruction

"~ and teachers at least adeqﬁate, and 827 felt the amount ‘of time

devoted to instruction "about right."

Asséssﬁent. Institute students parficipated in 45 minute
assessment lectures and discussion three times ﬁer week. While
~ the strand was taught in Spanish; it ipcluded no’assegément practica
4using real studentéa Most respondents felt the.assessment instruc-
tion'as wellvas instructional staff were adequate.
. Some respondents suggested fhat moreft}me.be devoted to thef

assessment component, and a better job of assessing participants'




abilities for purposes of groupings be done.

.

Program-ranking. The program received the highest ranking

for time devoted.to language instruction and instructional methods
used to teach language. Overall, it was ranked very élosely to

the number one language component - Cal State L.A. Both the culture

o

and assessment components fell in the medium range for all institutes.

8. Stanislaus‘Site.

© A shortened observation period and a relatively small number of

}espondents, (who were frugal with their comments) combine to create

a picture of the Stanislaus site that is somewhat more.skgtchy than.-
/o

those of the other institutés. We have had to rely mqre/exclusively

.on the quantitative data to understand this program than has been’

necessary for other sites.

Participant Chafacteristics, Of those partici%ants responding,
there were several significant dgpartureskfrom the,"typiéal"
participant profile. More fespondents wer; male (one-thifd com~-
pared- to 23%" for all inétitutes combined) ; ali%fESpondeﬁts were
Anglo; all but oné were first-timeféftendees, ahd while most'othg;
occupational-;atégories were:represented, }heré’were no speech/
laﬁguage specialists among the ;espondiﬁg group. With the exceppion
of sex, this group of respondents tended to be more homogengous

t

than respondents from other sites.

Program Organization. With respect to general organization of

the program, one-third of the #espondents felt the language ability"

S

level of other participants was, too low (compared to oaly 7% for all




institutes) and there apparehtiy was ﬁo.g;ouping of participants
for.pufposeéAof assessm;nt instruction. Thirty-three percent
reported that the grouping of participants - such as it was - was
‘{ngffective (éompared to 16% for all institutes).

language. There was littlg}criticism of the léhguagé component,
almostvall p%fticipants found insEiuﬁtioﬂ at least adequate and 68%
»(compared to 36% for.all institutes) ruted tﬁe instructional methods
aSrcreative'#ﬁd inferesting.' Severai»respoqdents commented févérably

. on the Spanish.iﬁmgrsio#,étmosphere;ﬁhat had been created.

Cﬁlture. ’Almastlaii»;espoﬂdeﬁégtfelt the amount of time devoted
té cultufél'instfqétipﬁ wasiﬁaboup éight" andAall rate& the instruc-
tional contéﬁt; method§;iand‘Staff'at least adequate with 67% rating
the instructbrs.as ekcellént.' Qﬁerall, the culture component
aﬁpears to have been among.thé most successful of the institutes.
However, no specific comments were made by respondeﬁts about the
features of this component thaé they found pafticularly attractive.

.Asseésment. The assessment Fomponent of -this institute appears
to havé beén tﬁe least .successful of-fﬁe three major components..
;ﬁore than half of the respondénts felt that too 1ittlezpﬁﬂé}w§$
devoted to asseSément instruction and 44% and BBZ:;ésﬁécfivei§ﬂ?ated
_Fhe instructional éontent as pqof aﬂd the tégching'metﬁaashas bOf;hg
(compared to 29% and 19% for all institutes). Réspoﬁéeﬁtéf’étatef‘:
ments about ;helassesémegf_éomponent, however, tendéd_td.se 6égué,k

without specific mention of its weak points.

7,
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Program Ranking. Generally, aflsﬁhrée cbmponentsldf the




tStaniélaus progfam fell within the medium range -~ neijther out-

..égsndingly goqd‘nor o;tstandingly poor. However, respondeﬁts did
raqk bgth language instructional methods and cultural instructors
as nﬁmb;r two among all sites. |

9. Fresno State University Site

Participant Characteristics.® Since only 50% of program parti-

cipaﬁts responded to the $ﬁivé&, findings for this Institute must
necessarily be‘interpreted Qith some caution. The background
charactéristiés of the résponding participants did not differ mark-
edly from thdée of all réspondents in the study. bHowever, siightly
highervpefcentages'fhan program averages were female, Anglo, and
first time inéfifutejatﬁendees. Most were from dist?icts in and
around Frésno;'ggd Qérked primarily with Mexican and Mexican-
Ameﬁican LE?;étu&ents; |
f:eSno'g'résppndénts included much higher than average numbers

of sﬁéech tperapists (50% versu$u29z for the sample average),

. 1Qwé?:ndﬁb;rs of échool psyéhologists (12% wversus 30?), and‘ﬁo
biiingualvteachers.

beé;am Organization. The Institute was housed in classrooms

at the Fresno State Univeésity campus, and:included né off-site
activit;éé‘er'assessﬁent practica. Fresno's Second Languége Institute
) waé jointiy administered with a HiLT (High ;ntensity Language Training)
prograﬁ fér bilingual teachers intereste& in learning Sbénish.- '
A t&fal of about fifty students were’grouped by languagg ability -
sixteen of these were Institute participants - four days a week. On

¢
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the fifth day, Institute participants regrouped to discpss assess-
mént issues. Non-Iﬁstitute participants received instruction in
bilingual teaching methods at this time.

| Staff and stﬁdénts(were expected tc uave lunch together in
the student cafeteria in order to practiée Spanish. But, since
the lunch facility is open to the public, it is quite noisy, and
not conducive to private conversation. ‘

| There were some substantial differgnces in the way these

_participants’viewed the general organization of the program. Only
.half of the respondents agreed that either the total or daily length
of the program (4 weeks: 7 hours each day) was appropriate. One-
.quarter felt the program was too short, and another fourth felt it
was too.long. Thirty-seven percent of these respondents (compared
to 18% for all respondents) were dissatisfied with the profeésibnal
composition of their fellow participaﬁts. It was aiso'intéresting
to note that;half of éhese respondents felt there were insufficient
staff to adéquately cover instrudtionl(this compared to 21% for
all respondents).

Language. Respondents ratéd language instruction at the -
Fresno éi;e very similarly as for all institutes,valthough
instructo;s wérevrated‘somewhat higher (63% exceilené) tﬁan
1ns£ructors for all institutes (43% excellent).

A numnber of students infgrviewed during the site visit indi-.

.cated acquisition of the Spanish language was fheir primary goal:
in enrnlling in the Institute, the assessment and culture components.

=l
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secondary. The entire Fresno program, including lectures on
assessment was conducted in Spanish.
| Culture. Haif of responden;s felt that too much time was

devote& to cultural instruction and none of the respondents felt
that the insfructional content focused excctly on their needs,
th&ﬁgh 75% felt it was adequate.  Overall, the content and
methods of instruction for this compoaent were rated a lit;le
lower than for all instituteg.

Discussions of culture were inciuded as .part of the language
- and assessment components, with primary’atfention focused on the
Mexican-American experience in the Central Valley."Dﬁfing our
site visit, studenks indicated they wére already familiar Qith
much of the culture material discussed, as they had yeéars of
experience working Qith.Mexican-American students and families.

Assessment. Only 12% of the respondents felt the a&oﬁnt of
time devoted to assessment instruction was abﬁropriate. Three-
quérters of the respondents reported that the instructional content
did not focus on their needs and 63% rated the methods of instruc-—
ion as boring. Half of respondents evaluated the instructors of
this component as varied and uneven. \

Several students commented on the need to Prov&de assessment
training particular to the needs of speech/lang;age pedple rather .
than mixing them in with psychologists.

Other. The program's guiding philosophy was to increase the

Spanish proficiency of a varied group of school professionals, and
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to provide practical experience in the use of special education
terms in Spanish. During'the site visit, both students and staff
suggested restructuring the schedule so as to better integrate the

assessment and culture segments with language instruction.

Program Ranking. Overall, respondents felt the language
instruction was moderately successful, while culturallinstruction
was rated slightly lower than for all institutes. _The assessment

component ‘was viewed as generally unsuccessful; respondents gave

it the lowest ranking of all institute programs in the study
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E. Supervisor Response Rates

"Not all participant respondernis offered the name of a "
supervisor to be contacted. _Tﬁis wae despite the fact that we 3
did not require the particiﬁéﬁt to identify him/herself and

the nominator's name was never uséd in commumication with the
supervisor. Of ;he l46,questionnéires returned, 1;3 supervisors'
ﬁames and addresses were provided. (Some peo#le gave names but
inadequate addresses.) And, of this group, 81 people returned
questionnaires for an overall response rate of 7é%. As with the
participant questionnaires, reminder notiégs were unsuccessful in

raising the response rate significantly. The table below graph-

ically displays supervisor rates by site.

Table 6 _ )
Site . _ i ' # of % of
Supervisors % Respondents Supervisors Supervisors
2ceiving Providing Supervisor Returning Returning _
Site ‘questionnaires *  Name Questionnaires Questicnnaires
ACal State L.A. 23 | ‘ 717% : 14 . 61%
NHU - Guac alajara 36 83% . 31 83%
La Verne-Cuern. 10° ' 83% . 9 __ 90%
Cal State; . : _ : o '
Fullerton 6 .: 100%1\ ; 6 1007%
U.0.P. | 9 82% 6 67y
' San.Diego . L/ 2 50y
Tulare . 92% | 5 45%
Stanislaus - 8 89% . 5 _ 637%
Fresno 6 _ 75% 3 50%
-+ Total ’ ‘ EEET ’ _E;% : ’ .—EI_ _;E%
52~ | .
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As indicated.in Table 5 wide variation in response rates
as well as absolute numbers of respondents rende?ed anf analysis
of responses by éite meaningless. Additioﬂally, 16% ofi those
supervisoré returning questionnaires stated that they were un-
awafé that anyone under their supervision had ever participated in
a Second Language Institute and hence could notncomment on the
effectiveness of the ﬁrogram} For thesé reasons we decided the

[

most productive use of the supervisor data would be in the aggregate.
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F. Analyses of Supervisor Questionnaires-

The Supervisor qgestiohnaines consisted of eight closed
questions and three open-ended questions (Appendix A). The'first question
asked whether the Supervisor was'aware'if anyone undervhis7herl
supervision had participated in a Secpnd Language Instigute (SLI). ‘
Assumedly, if the-éuper“isor was not aware of this, itlwould be
difficult to e&aluate the impact of the program on his/hérlstafé.
This questicr wi: asiad %s a ”screenﬁ to make sure tha. responses
would, indeed, be basga cn'sqme kriowledge of the program of a
program participant. Thirteen people - 167% of the respondents -’
recurned questionnaires stating they wer~ nnaware tﬁat ényone
_under their supervision had participated in the program and con-

- sequently they weré unable to respond meéningfully to our questions.
Thi§ loft a sample of 68 uséble questionnaires'with one incomplete. -
Therefore, responses are calculated onla sample of 67 or 53 ques-
tionnaires. , - i

Three questions wére‘oriented‘tOQa;d improvemént in targeted
skflls in‘the Second Languagé Institute participénts. The first
of these questions dealt ”with improvement in second language
skills, ‘the second with iniprovement in';sseSSMent.skills, énd‘
the third with an- increase in ability to communicate with parents
and co;munity members. Table. 7 displays Supérvisor-responses

to these three questionms.

Fad
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_Table 7

Supervisors' Response to, $kill Improvement of Particirants

Skills N Yes(%) No(%) Ton't Know(%) No Response(%)
Language 67 53(79%) 4(6%) 10 (15%) 1 (1%)
Assessment .68 53(78%) 4(62) 10 (15%) \ 1 (12)
Communication 67  42(63%)  5(7%  17(25%) 3 (42)
w/parents/comu. :

As indicated in Table 7, among those supervisors respond-
ing, the ~weat majority state& that the}é was noticeable improve-
ment in botﬁ*lénguage and asgessment skills of the program parti--
cipants, andgwell over half (637%) reporte& that ability to communi-
cate with parents and community members had also increased. Perhaps
most signif;;ant, however,»werthhe very small perqentagesl26-72)

of supervisors who reported seeing no improvement. Since it is

. understand~i?~ that many supervisors would not actually have

occasion to see the particiﬁént utilizing all the skills mentioned
(particularly communicating with parents) the "Don't .Know" response
ié a reasonable answer and probably refiects a real lack of’oppbr-
tunity to observe the skill improvement. Hence, if we take the
"No" category as a.valid reflection of participants' failure to
improve, we must conclude that fhe programs were enormously
succesgéul as fér as the responding supervisors were concerngd.
Aifourth question asgeqvif supervisors had “:vcen able to

increase responsibilities on the participénts. Tn other words,

- . .hey now able to take over tasks they ceulc nct praviousl,

- 55—
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perform? This, of course, is a mcasure of the practical usefulness
of the program for a school district. A follow-up open-ended
question asked in what ways responsibiiities had been increased.
Table 8 shows supervisors' responses to the question of whether
‘responsibilities had been increused.
Tabl: 8

]

Increasad Responsibility on Participant

.

N Yes (%) No (%) Other Response (%)

67 45 (67%) 21 (31%) ' 2 (372)

As noted in the table above, two-thirds of the respondents
reported that they had, indeed, increased the ré;ponsibilities of
the Second Languagngnstitute partiéipants. Among those reporting
"No" and the two "Other Reéponses" there were several cémmgn;; to
the efféét that the individual's work roié'diﬁ not allow for such
an increase in responsibility, though the'personjaas clea%ly more
competentvqping what he/she had been doing all along. With respect
to the ways in which participant rESponsibilitiés nad been ipcreased.
two things were mentioned with very high-frequency: (L participants'
were now being used as consultaﬁts to ;ther psychologists, schools,
and districts, and -providing special in-services; and (2) participants
were being used incréasingly as the priméfy communication link between
home and school. |

Another question on the survey form askedlif supervisgors were

"better able to comply with legal requirements-as a result of having

' -56-
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indicate
emphasis

*

VI

(2)

(3

(4)

(5)

(6)

CULTURE

Number of hours
(or % time)

General instructional philosophy:

Course Content

General present-day cul-
tural characteristics of
Hispanics/Asians

History of the cultural
group(s)

Intra-group differences
(e.g., South American/Mex-

"ican; Vietnamese/Chinese)

Culture as it affects aca-
demic performance and the
experience of schooling
Culture conflict

Other:

LA ~90-

Media of Instruction

lecture/observ/immersion/disc

3

~I

other



indicate *

emphasis

VII

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)
(9

(10)

ASSESSMENT

Number of hours
(or % time)

General instructional philosophy:

Course Content Med

ia of instruction

lecture

Survey of instruments/
techniques

Admin. of formal tests
Informal assessment

Interpretation of test
info

Intrepretting results to
parents

Knowledge of program place-
ment options

Knowledge of laws affecting
assessment

Using interpreters

Translating tests (limita-
tions associated with this)

Other:

/demo/pract/diSﬁ/other
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SECOND LANGUAGE INSTITUTES SURVEY

Which institute did you attend during the summer of 19827

[] Cal State LA []-San Diego
[] Babel/Guadalajara (] Tulare

[] La Verne/Cuernavaca [] Stanislaus
[] Fullerton [] King City
[] UOP/Stockton

GENERAL OPERATION OF THE PROGRAM (Please check one box only):

1. How would you describe the total length of the program you attended:

[] too short [] about right [] too long

2. How would‘you describe the daily length of the program:
[] too short {] about right [] too long

3. How important a factor was the location of the program in your
decision to attend an institute:

[] not very important [] mildly important [] very important

**If you answered very important, please indicate why:

wanted to experience culture/people in the area of the program
convenient (e.g., affordable, close to home)

wanted linguistic immersion

wanted to "get away"/pleasant surroundings

other

[on L X Y U}

4. How would you evaluate the number of participants in the program
you attended: '

[] too few [] about right [] too many

5. Were you happy with the professional composition (school psy-
chologists, speech/language specialists, etc.) of the participants
in your program? '

[] yes [1 No

**If you answered no, please indicate why:

[] prefer all one professional group

[] prefer better balance between all groups that attended
[] prefer that other professionals be included

[] other

6. How would you evaluate the language ability of the participants
in your program, generally:
[] too low [] about right [] too advanced [] too varied

7. How would you evaluate the instructional groupings for the languagé
.instruction component (I.e., ability level groupings):

[] not very effective [] moderately effective [] very effective
[] participants were not grouped by language ability level
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8. How would you evaluate the instructional groupings for the
special education/assessment component:

[] not very effective [] moderately effective [] very effective
[] participants were not grouped for this component

9. In your opinion, were there sufficient staff to ~Jequately cover
all of the subject areas you had expected to study:

[] yes [] no
INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT - LANGUAGE

10. How would you evalute the percehtage of time devoted to language
instructior:

[] too little [] about right [] too much

11. How would you describe the language instruction you received:

[] instruction did not focus on what I needed to learn most
[] instruction was adequate

[] instruction focused exactly on what I needed to know
12. How would you evaluate the methods used to teach language:

[] boring, not very motivating
[] standard, adequate, moderately interesting
[] creative, innovative, kept me interested
13. How would you evalute the instructor(s) of the language component:

"[] not very good [] adequate/good [] excellent
[] varied, uneven (some better than others)

CULTURE

14. How would you’evaluate the percentage of time devoted to instruction
about the target culture(s):

[] too little [] about right [] too much

15. How would you describe the cultural instruction you received:

[] instruction did not focus on what I needed to learn most
[] instruction was adequate

[] instruction focused exactly on what I needed to know
16. How would you evaluate the methods used to teach culture:

[] boring, not very motivating
[] standard, adequate, moderately interesting
[] creative, innovative, kept me interested
17. How would you e-saluate the instructor(s) of the culture component:

[] not very good [] adequate/good []1 excellent
[] varied, uneven [] no formal instruction occurred

ASSESSMENT

18. How would you evaluate the percentage of time devoted to instruction
on assessment:

[] too little [] about right [] too much
ot -93-
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19. How would you describe the assessment instruction you received:

[] instruction did not focus on what I needed to learn most
[] instruction was adequate

[] instruction focused exactly on what I needed to know

20. How would you evaluate the methods used to teach assessment:

{] boring, not very motivating
[] standard, adequate, moderately interesting
[] creative, innovative, kept me interested

21. How would you evaluate the instructor(s) of the assessment component:

[] not very good [] adequate/good [] excellent [] varied, uneven

UNIQUE ASPECTS OF THE PROGRAM

22. Was there anything you consider to have been especially unique,
innovative or good about this program that you thirk should be
included in future programs?

23. Were there any problems that yc' noted in the program that should
be avoided in future programs?

PARTICIPANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION (Please check the appropriate box):

Sex: [] male [] female
Ethnicity: [] White/Anglo [] Hispanic [] Black []1 Asian
[] Other

How many times have you attended a Second Language Institute:

(11 (12 [13

In which professional capacity do you work:

[] school psychologist [] Resource teacher
[] school nurse [] Bilingual teacher
[]

speech/lanquage specialist [] Other

What was your FSI level when you entered the program in summer 19827

Since attending the Second Language Institute has your professional
role changed officially?

[] yes [] no . If yes, how?

unofficially?

[] yes [] no If yes, how?
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So that we can gather data on how the Second Language
Institutes are affecting the delivery of services in

the field we are asking that you give us the name and
address of a supervisor/administrator with whom you

have worked. We want to send him/her a short question-
naire that asks about the various contributions that
Second Language Institute participants make within their
area. YOU WILL NOT BE IDENTIFIED AND THE QUESTIONNAIRE
DOES NOT ASK ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT ANY INDIVIDUAL PERSONS.
dowever, this phase of the evaluation is very important
since it will supply us with mu.h needed information about
how the Second Language Institites are helping schools
to better serve their students. For this reason we urge
you to complete this section of the questionnaire.

Name of supervisor/administrator with whom I have worked
(preferably a principal or central office person who
makes decisions about staff/resource allocations):

Title:
Mailing address:

* * * * * * * * * * *

*OPTIONAL: Your name

THANK YOU VERY MUCH

* Names are asked only to aid in keeping track of returned
questionnaires. You are not obligated to identify yourself
if you do not wish to do so.
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SECOND LANGUAGE INSTITUTE EVALUATION
Supervisors' Survey

1. %Wers you aware that anyone under your spervision had parti-
cipated in the Second Language Institute?

yes no
##If you answered yes, please complete the following:

2. Have you noticed any improvement in this (these) person(s)
language skills that might be attributed to participation in

the program? ' yes no don't know

3. Have you noticed any improvement in this (these) person(s)
assessment skills that might be attributed to participation
in the program? yes no don't know

L. Have you noticed any improvement in this (these) person(s)
ability to communicate with parents and community members
that might be attributed to participation in the progran?

yes no____ don't know___

5. Have you increased responsibilities or your personal reliance
on this (these) person(s) since their participation in the
program? Yes no

please explain '

6. Are you better able tc comply with legal requirements for
assessing Limited English Speaking students as a result of
having a Second Language Institute-trained person on your
staff? yes no don't know

7. Has it been helpful to you to have a Second Language Institute
trained person on your staff?

yes no

——————

please explain

8. Based on your experience, do you think it is useful for the
State to provide this kind of a program?

yes______ no
9. Any additional commen®s?:
Name (optional)
Institute
THANK YOU.
~96-
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PROGRAM FEATURE PROFILE

Institute: U. of Laverne - Cal State Sun Bernardiro '
Director: Steve Wagner
I. General

Progrum duration: 5 weeks, plus 10 monthly fullow-
up sessions

Total hours of instruction: 125, plus approximately
70 huurs follow-up
Program location:
Special education courses: Calif. Stute Coullege,
Sat Bernurdinu cluss-
roums
Language Instructiovn: private residence,
Cuernuraca, Mexicu

Other: Follow-up, offices uf Riverside
and San Bernurdino Superintendents' of
schools

II. Participants

Number of participants 20

Professional affiliation:
school psychologists
speech/lang specialists
resource specialists

bilirqual educators

school nurses

Language Ability Range: 2-5

Groupings:
4 levels of language instruction
Interdisciplinary teams of 3-4 participants
for ciinic and ussessment practica

IIl. Staffing
Full-time staffs 5

--Director/Assessment Specialist
~-~four language trainers

Part-time staff: 4

--one bilingual/special ¢ducation specialist
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staffing cont.

--one language assessment speciulist
--one speech/reading speciul st
-~-one evaluator

Criteria for selecting stuff. Specialists
who could work with each professional group;
known to director; availuble and affurduble,

Iv. Iostructional Content

A.  Language Instructiun 45 fo
Percent time; Approximately 359 (f total time
(including follow-up)
Approximately 50% of S-week Program
(Extensive addit onal vppurtunity
to pructice wilh Mexicun family)

Empnases of instruction (in ovrder of impurtunce):

1. Acquisition of basice lunguage skills (grammar,
syntax, vocab.)

2. Conversationul skills

3. Talking to uther professionuls

Methods of instructiun
1. Lecture/drill
2. Informal conversation
3. Observation

Background of instructors: All pative Spanish
speakers who are bilingual -in English, trained
and experienced in Spanish as a second lunguuge
instruction.

B. Culture
T ;2075
Percent time: Approximately_ %% formal instruction
(students are informully immersed
in Mexican culture 5 Cucrnuvacy)

Emphases of instruction (in order of importunqe):

1. Present-day Mexican culture

2. Culture as it affects dCademic performance

Methods of instruction (in order uf 1mportance):

1. Immersion
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Culture cont. . .

VI.

2. Lecture
3. Videotupe

Buckgrouund of instructur(s): One Mexican-
American consultunt; otherwise 1nstruction
veeurs informally,

C. Assgusment jj7o
Percent time: 25% uf 5 week sessiun

Emphuses of instruction (in urder of tmpurtance):
1. Survey of instrements/techniques
2. Administratiuon of furmal Lests

3. Interpreting test 1nfurmat tun

Methuds of instruction (10 urder uf Tmportance):
l. Lecture/demonstratiun
2: Pructicum

Buckgruund uf tustructors: Prufessur of specilal
education with expuerivince with birlinguul pupu-
lations; Mexican speciulists in children's
leurning and audiolougicul problems.

Unique features of the Program

1. Purticipants grouped into IEP Leams for ussessment
instruction/practicum

2. Monthly follow-up training sessions

3. Cumbinalion U.S5.-Mexico siles tu Maxtmize persunncly
finunciul resources

4. Stress manugement wurkshup
5. Students live with Mexicun familics

6. Emphasis of hand-outs and curry-away malerials

Problems noted by Staff/Director

1. Prougrum could function more optimally with mure
students (e.g., 30 rather than 20)

2. Director stretched too thin - need mure cunsul -
tants to take over teaching functiuns uf the
director

3. Some logisticul prublems i1 transpurt 1ng
purticipants
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PROGRAM FEATURE PROFILE

Institute: CSULA - L.A. County Superintendent of Schools
Director: Chuck Acosta

I.

IT.

ITI.

General

Program duration: 6 weeks
Total hours instruction: 207 including telephone
tutoring
Program location:
courses: CSULA classrooms

field study: LA County school sites; Paramount
Schgol District

other: Occasional trips of E.L.A. "Community"

Participants

Number of participants: 35
Professional affiliation:
school psychologists: 12
speech/lang specialists: 12
resource specialists: 2
bilingual educators: 9
Language Ability Range: 2-4 (Director noted subjectivity
of ratings)
Groupings:
4 levels of Language Ability

Some grouping according to occupation (e.qg.,
technical courses for speech/language specialists
and school psychologists)

Staffing

Full-time staff: 4.5

--2 language instructors

--2 psychologists

--1 speech/lang. specialist (1/2 time)
Part-time stéff: 4

--short term consultants/speakers

Criteria for selecting staff: strong Spanish language
fluency; language oriented perspective.
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Iv. Instructional Content

A. Language Instruction

Percent time: 60% (formal) Groups I & II; 30%
(formal) Groups IIla & IIIb
Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):
l. Acquisition of basic language skills
2 Conversational skills
3 Language acquisition theory
4. Communicating with parents
5

Language of tests

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):

1. Conversation
2. Lecture
3. Role-playing
Background of instructors: Self-employed

specialists in Spanish language instruction for
bilingual teachers and special education personnel.

B, Culture

Percent time: approximately 15% (formal)

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):

1. General present-day characteristics of
Chicanos

2. Culture as 1t affects academic performance
Chicano/Anglo culture conflict

4. Historical perspective on Chicano culture

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
l. Lecture
2. Discussion

3. Observation

Background of instructor(s): 0One school psychologist;
one language instructor

C. Assessment

Percent time: 25% (formal) Groups I & II; 55% (formal)
Groups IIIa & IIIb
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assessment cont.

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):

1.

2
3.
4

survey of instruments and techniques
Interpreting test information
Informal assessment

Knowledge of laws affecting assessment

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):

1,

2
3.
4

Lecture/demonstration
Role-playing
Practicum with students in schools

Pairing psychologists with Bilingual
specialists for field practica

Background of instructor(s): 2 school psycholo-
gists; 1 speech/language specialist

V. Unique Features of the Program

1.

Highly integrated program; interdisciplinary
staff (lanqguage, culture, assessment taught
in a coordinated, overlapping manner)

Telephone tutoring

Strong emphasis on Chicano/LA County population

VI. Problems noted by staff/director

1.

Some reluctance on part of students to parti-
cipate in assessment component; more interested
in language instruction
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PROGRAM FEATURE PROFILE

Institute: California State University, Fresno
Director: Juan Flores
I. General

IT.

ITI

Program duration: 4 weeks

TJotal hours of instructior: 140

Program location:

this program has 1 main, and two branch
locations. This description deals with the
Fresno State University site.

Courses:
classrooms at Fresno State University campus,

Field study:
none

Participants

Number of participants: lé

(Altogether about 50 students participate in the
Institute's, Spanish instruction. Twenty are Institute
participants, the rest are bilingual teachers

"on waiver" studying Spanish as part of work toward

a credential.)

Professional affiliation: =
school psychologists _

speech and language specialists iR
resource specialists L.
bilingual educators _&

school nurses |

Language ability range: 0-2
Groupings:

according to language proficiency, not professian.

Both Institute participants and Bilingual teachers

study Spanish together, but split up for Assessment
lectures.

Staffing
Full-time staff:

--one program coordinator (shared by Spanish
for Bilingual teachers program)

--two second language (Spanish instructors)
three additional Spanish instructors teach as part
of the jointly administered Institute and Spanish
Fgr Bilingual teachers program.
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stafting cont.

Part-time staff: 3

--consultants in charge of the assessment,
and culture components of program.

Criteria for selecting staff: teaching skills,
experience in second language instruction, testing,
assessment of LEP students. Experience locally
with primarily Mexican, or Mexican-American
populations.

Iv. Instructional Content

A. Language Instruction

Percent time: 74%

Emphases of Instruction (in order of importance):
HILT (High Intensity Lanquage Training) method used.

l. Acquisition of basic lanquage skills

2. Improving grammar, vocabulary, syntax

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
l. Programmed text

2. Conversation

3. Drill

Background of instructors: Professor, La Raza
Studies, California State University, Fresno;
Spanish teacher, Fresno Unified School District.

B. Culture (also taught primarily in Spanish)

Percent time: discussion of culture interspersed
throughout program. Generally
discussed together with assessment and
testing issues.

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):

l. General present-day cultural characteristics
of Hispanics

2. Intra-group differences

3. Culture as it affects academic performance, and
schooling.

4. (Emphasis on the Mexican immigrant to the Central
Valley) Ability to communicate cross-culturally.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
1, Lecture
2. Discussion

Background of instructor: Associate Professor,
Psychology Department, Fresno State Univ., Psychologist
and Assessment Specialist, Fresno County Dept., of
Education.
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c. Assessment

Percent time: 18% (one day/week dedicated to assessment)
Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):

1. Limitations and pitfalls of using formal tests
with LEP and Hispanoparlantes.

2. Review of formal and informal tests and their
adequacy.

3. Research in testing, bilingualism, language
acquisition.

4. Impact of biculturalism/bilingualism on tests

Spanish terms for dealing with special education
issues.

(assessment lectures conducted primarily in Spanish)
Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
1. Lecture |
2. Role-playing
3. Discussion
4, Formal written materials

Background of instructor: Asscociate Professor,
Psychology Department, Fresno State; Psychologist
and Assessment Specialist, Fresno County Department
of Education. :

V. Unique Aspects of Program:

1. Nearly all instruction conducted in Spanish.

2. Program well-supported by its University sponsor,
and by local school district communities in the
Central Valley.

3. Program geared to use local resources, assumes
most participants will resume work with Central
Valley Mexican-American populations.

4. BGood relations, respect between Institute students
and administrators.

5. Program's key emphasis on Spanish language
acquisition.

6. Dual program administration has cut some
administrative costs.

VI. Problems noted by the staff/director:

1. Some problem with non-shows. Director suggests a
non-refundable application fee to increase
committment to actual enrollment.

2. Assessment component needs to be better integrated
with rest of program. Director suggests scheduling
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change from assessment lecture one day/week, to
smaller modules during rest of week.
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PROGRAM FEATURE PROFILE

Institute: California State University, Fresno-Stanislaus Site
Director: Juan Flores
I. General

Same as for other two sites (Fresno, Tulare) except
Program location is: <classrooms at California State
College Stanislaus campus.

II. Participants

Number of participants: 13

Professional Affiliation:

y
?gﬁggﬁtﬁiy%%%i%G?sts :égl
speech/lang. specialists | _
resource specialists 4
bilingual educators _O
school nurses [

Language Ability Range C-Z

Groupings:

Participants grouped according to language
facility. Assessment instruction conducted
with all participants in a single group.

ITI. Staffing
- Full-time staff: Z

Part-time staff: 3

Iv. Instructional Content

A. Lanquage Instruction

Percent time 74%

B. Culture
Percent time l‘“}ijre_(s:cl.

C. Assessment

Percent time I&Z

V. Unique Aspects of the Program

f\!d[qu 1] r'nSb’LLC'b'rm in Slpzu‘uSA

WaufjbypyRJ b%,unhmodu Pnﬁﬁ5w3
Geared o leco personnel whd Se;njﬂb Students 11 Qica
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VI. Problems noted by Director/Staff’
'\lft/ci- —'}'b E]d,{clap P>os) b’g (‘JOV)E.—,LCLCL
I I
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PROGRAM FEATURE PROFILE

Institute: University af Pacific
Director: Michael Gilbert
I. General

Program duration: 6 weeks

Total hours of instruction: 232 plus occasional after-
hours excursions

Program location:
courses: University classrooms, Stockton
field study: Public elementary school,
Stockton

other: Occasional trips to Stockton "community"

II. Participants:

Number of participants: 14
Professional affiliation:
school psychologists: 6
speech/lang specialists: 7
resource specialists: 1

lLanguage Ability Range: 0-3 (several students entered
with very low ability)

Groupings:
2 levels of langquage instruction

--Low FSI's 80% language/culture; 20% .ssessment
--Hi FSI's 60% language/culture; 40% assessment

2 levels of professional specialty
--school psychologists
--speech/language

There is some mixing of the groups for lectures
on assessment, but this is not extensive.

III. Staffing
Full-time staff: 4

--one language instructor

--one culture specialist

--one assessment specialist
--one speech/language specialist
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staffing cont.

Iv.

Part-time staff: 4

--short-term consultants in bilingual-bicultural
testing and.second lanquage acquisition

Criteria for selecting staff: teaching skills,
good reputation as instructors

Dt-rcC“’“af/Ad-h’){nfSHa_'{;zW‘

Instructional Content

A.

Language Instruction

Percent time: 60% Low FSI's; 40% Hi FSI's

Emphases of Instruction (in order of importance):

1.
2.

Acquisition of basic language skills

Improving grammar, vocabulary, syntax

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):

1.
2.
3.

Programmed text
Drill

Conversation

Background of instructor: High school Spanish and

biology teacher

Percent time: 20%

Emphases of instruction (in order of .importance):

1.
2.
3.

Historical perspective
Intra-group differences

Present-day characteristics of Hispanics

Methods of instruction (in order of ‘importance/

use):

l. Lecture

2. Audio-visual
3. Discussion
4. Observation

Background of instructor: History professor

Assessment
Percent time: 40% Hi FSI's; 20% Low FSI's
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Assessment cont.

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):
1. Administration of formal tests
2. Research in testing, bilingualism, lang. acquisition

3. Survey of instruments and techniques

Metheds of instruction (in order of importance/use):
1. Practicum with spec. ed./Sp. spking children

2 Lecture

3. Textbook

4 Role-playing
Background of instructor(s): Bilingual school

psychologist; speech/
lang. spacialist

V. Unique Features of the Program

1. Strong cultural component focusing on historical

aspects of Hispanic cultures
2. Extensive "hands-on" experience with exactly the
same kind of children participants are likely
to encounter in schools. (These children were
largely migrant, potential spec. ed., Spanish-
speaking.)
-112-
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PROGRAM FEATURE PROFILE

Institute: California State University, Fresno
Kings-Tulare County Center

Director: Juan Flores

Kings-Tulare County Site Coordinator: Arturo Flores -

I. General

Program duration: 4 weeks
Total hours of instruction: 140

Program location: Attractive building housing Tulare
County Education Offices.

Courses: classrooms at Tulare County Education Offices

Field study: none

II. Participants

Number of Participants: 13

(This Institute is also part of a jointly administered
Spanish HILT program for bilingual teachers on "waiver."
Total students in facility numbered 40.)

Professional affiliation:

. o
school psychologists —_——
speech and language specialists j&_
resource specialists
bilingual educators _&

chool rses <o
§cé£i“nu 3

Language ability range: 1-2 primarily.

Groupings:
according to language proficiency. Both Institute
Participants and bilingual teachers study Spanish

together. Three times/week all Institute partici-
Pants are brought together for lectures on assessment.

III. Staffing

Full-time staff: 9 altogether working with both Institute
and HILT for bilingual teachers program.

- Working with” Institute participants alone: 3

--one site coordinator
--one Spanish instructor A
--one assessment and testing specialist
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Staffing cont.

Part-time staff: 1 (lanquage instructor (doubles as

assessment coordinator.)

Criteria for selecting staff: teaching skills,
experience, good reputation, familiarity with
Central Valley LEP students.

IV. Instructional Component

A.

Language Instruction

Percent time: 90%

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):
HILT and OLE methods used.

1, Acquisition of basic language skills, Emphasis
on cross-cultural communications.

2. Improving grammar, vocabulary, syntax.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):

1. Programmed text
2. Conversation
3. Drill

Background of instructors: College level Bilingual
Education Instructors, School District Specialist in
Assessment and Testing, native Spanish speaker.

Culture

Percent time: Interspersed throughout program. 4%
Discussed together with language and assessment issues.

Emphasis of instruction (in order of importance):

l. General present-day/cultural characteristics of
Hispanics.

2. Culture as it affects academic performance and
schooling.

3. Intra-group differences, cultural conflict.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
1. Lecture

2. Discussion

3. Written materials

Background of Instructor: School District specialist
in Assessment and Testing.

=114-



c. Assessment

Percent time: % (45 minutes, three P.M.'s/week)

Emphases of instruction \in order of importance):
Lectures conducted entirely in Spanish,

1. Survey of instruments/techniques.

2. Problems of assessing Mexican-Americans, other
minority groups.

3. Formal and informal assessment.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
1. Lecture

2. Discussion

3. Role playing

4. Review of written materials

Background «f instructor: Bilingual Speech Therapist,
PhD from Boston University. Native.Spanish speaker.

V. Unique Aspects of Program:

1. Nearly all instruction conducted in Spanish.
2. Instructors very experienced, high caliber.

3. Good relations, good rapport between Institute
participants and instructors.

4. Students take turns preparing lunch with assistance
of two professional cooks. Students and instructors
eat together, encouraging further practice of
Spanish. ‘

5. This is an experienced, well-run Spanish program.
Though a newer component, the Assessment instruction
is complete and well-grounded in theory, as well
as application.

VI Problems noted by staff/director:

; =115~

o 122




PROGRAM FEATURE PROFILE

Institute: California State University, Fullerton
Director: Anthony Vega
I. General

Program duration: 4 weeks

Total hours of instruction: 160

Program location:

Courses: elementary school classrooms leased
from Garvey School District, Rosemead

Field study: public elementary school, Los Angeles
Unified School District (LAUSD);
Chinatown Service Center, Los Angeles

Other: trips to Santa Ana College and Vietnamese
shopping area, Orange County.

II. Participants

Number of participants: 9
Professional affiliation:

school psychologists:
speech/lang specialists:
resource specialists
bilingual educators:

V=N

Language ability range: O0-State competency (several
students entered with very low
ability)

Groupings:

students divided into Cantonese, and Vietnamese
groups. (six students in first, 3 in second group.)
Groups study assessment and culture together.

Groups divided by language interest, not
professional background.

IIT. Staffing
Full-time staff: 4

--one Cantonese instructor
--one Vietnamese instructor
--one assessment specialist
--one coordinator




staffing cont.

Part-time staff: 12

--short-term consultants in bilingual-bicultural
testing, second language acquisition, and facets
of Asian culture lectured as part of program
3 times/week.

Criteria for selecting staff: areas of expertise,
teaching skills, good reputation.

Iv. Instructional Content

A.

Language Instruction

Percent time: 62% for all students

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):
1. Acquisition of basic language skills
2. Improving vocabulary, grammar, syntax

3. Developing oral and written communication skills
for use in school situations.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):

l. Conversation

2. Role-playing

AN
.

Programmed text

4. Audiolingual approach (drill through individual
use of tapes.)

Background of instructor: University language
instructors.

Culture

Percent time: 21%. Difficult to estimate. Culture
interspersed in language instruction,
and assessment

Emphases of ‘instruction (in order of importance):

1. General present-day cultural characteristics of
Asian groups residing in California.

2., Intra-group differences.

3. Culture as it affects academic performance.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
1. Lecture

2. Discussion

3. Observation

Background of instructors: academics, lay practitioners.
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VI.

Assessment

Percent time: approximately 17%. Altogether, 3 hours
per day were set aside for Assessment
and Culture.

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):

1. Development, use of informal tests, other alternate
assessment tools.

2. Survey of Asian community resources related to
assessment.

Cultural aspects of assessment.
Use of interpreters

Interpreting results to parents.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):

1. Lecture

2. Discussion

3. Practicum with special ed/Cantonese/Vietnamese
speakers.
4. Role-playing

Background of instructor: Bilingual School Psychologist,
aided by consultants representing a variety of back-
grounds.

Unique Aspects of Program

1.

Strong assessment and cultural component focusing on
current aspects of Asian cultures in U.S.

Considerable hands-on experience with types of children
participants likely to work with.

Much individualized langquage instruction, facilitated
by small program size.

Good relationship between program administrators and
participants. (Mutual respect)

Participants' experience acknowledged and put to use
in stimulating discussions, other classroom participation.

Catered lunch on site for staff and students, encourages
Cantonese and Vietnamese langquage practice

Problems noted by the staff/director

1.

Due to budgét cuts, program shortened from proposed
six, to four weeks. Assessment practica reduced.

Low enrollment size blamed on late notification of
funding. :

Need to improve method of informing interested
clientelle about program.
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Stipend for teachers attending identified as
potential method for increasing interest in program.

Housing allowance identified as contributing to
program attractiveness for those outside area. No
on-campus nearby housing available for students.

Students felt an overseas visit component (to

Hong Kong or Taiwan) would increase program
attractiveness.
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PROGRAM FEATURE PROFILE

Institute: NH L

Director: B. Roberto Cruz

I. General
Program duration: 5 weeks

Total hours instruction: 147.5 formal, including
home tutorial plus 25-50
hours lunch-time conversations
with families

Program location:
Courses: Universidad Autonoma de Guad. Classrooms

Other: Hosts' homes in Guadalajara

II. Participants

Number of participants 50

Professional affiliation:

school psychologists: 15
speech/lang specialists: 14
resource specialists: 12
bilingual educators: 9
Language ability range: 2-4

Groupings:

5 levels of lanquage ability
2 Assessment groups (psychologists/speech)

III. Staffing

Full-time staff: 9
--Institute Director
--Coordinator
--Testing Specialist
--Bilingual Education Specialist
--five language instructors
Part-time staff: 1

—--Counselor/liaison connected with the
Universidad Autdnoma

Criteria for selecting staff: competence,
ability to work together as a team.

Iv. Instructional Content

A. Language Instruction

Percent time: approximately 70% formal instruction,
however program is total immersion.
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Instructional Content Cont.

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):
la. Conversational skills for beginners,Qaedqv,uvnchj

lb. Reading comprehension, writing and translation
for more advanced.

2. Language of tests.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
la. Guided conversation

lb. Lecture/practicum

2. Immersion

Background of instructors: Language instructors
and bilingual teacher trainers for MNHLL

B. Culture

Percent time: approximately 15% formal, incorporated
into language instruction

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):
1. Present-day cultural characteristics of Chicanos.
2. History of Chicanos.

3. Intra-group differences.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
1. Lecture

2. Readings

3. Immersion in Mexican culture

Background of instructors: Language/teacher trainers.

C. Assessment

Percent time: Approximately 30%

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):
l. Survey of instruments and techniques.

2. Interpretation of test information.

Methods of instruction (in order of importance):
1. Lecture

2. Demonstration

3. Role-playing

Background of instructor: Bilingual test specialist,
university professor
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V. Unique features of the program

1.

Program designed with stong leaders to keep things
running smoothly and keep students on track.

Mexican families used as instructors.

Continuous evaluation by participants to make
program responsible to their needs.

VI. Problems noted by staff/director

1.

Director suggests that a single assessment
curriculum with a broader range of instruments

and techniques should be developed and disseminated
to all institutes so that there is both uniformity
and breadth in this component.

Director thinks more direct student and parent
contact is desirable for the MNHWA pregram; parent
interview component should be incorporated.



INSTITUTE PROFILE

Institute: San Diego County Department of Education

Director: Rosalia 3alinas

1. General
Frogram duration: 6 weeks
Total hours of instruction: 180

Program location:

courses: San Diego County Department of Education
facilities.

field study: "none . Entire program on - site only.

1I. Participants:

Number of participants: 147
Professional affiliation:
school psychologists: 9
speech/lang specialists: 3
bilingual educators: 1
resource specialists: 3
Language Ability range: 0-3 (FSI) level. Program designation,
beginning, intermediate, advanced.
Groupings: 3 levele of language instruction (Beginning,
intermediate, advanced). Groups receive
individual language lessons in A.M., but

mix for lectures on assessment and culture in P.*:.'S.

III. Staffing:

~Full-time staff: 2
-- one director

-- one instructor doubling as assessment coordinator and
advanced Spanish instructor.

Part-time staff: 3 plus an assortment of short-term
consultants

-- one assistant director(in charge of culture component)

-- two Spanish instructors
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-- short-term consultants in bilingual-bicultural
education, testing, and second language acquisition.

Criteria for selecting staff: teaching skills,

recommendation by Hispanic Training Institute as
language and assessment instructors.

1V. Instructional Content

A. Language Instruction
Fercent time: 50% for all language ability levels.
Emphases of Instruction (in order of importance)

1. Basic language instruction
(grammar, syntax, vocabulary)

2. Acquisition of basic language skills

Methods of Instruction (in order of importance) -
1. Programmed text

2. drill

3. conversation

Background of instructor: relatively inexperienced
language instructors used. (Advanced Spanish instructor
a native speaker, currently a testing and assessment
specialist for LEP kids in an Eastern school district.)

B. Culture
Percent time: 20%
Emphases of instruction ( in order of importance)

1. General present-day cultural characteristics of
Hispanics

2. Intra-group differences, culture conflict

3. Culture as it affects academic performance and
the experience of schooling.

Methods of instruction: ( in order of importance/use)

1, lecture J

2. distussion ( cultuze/assessment lectures conducted
primarily in English)

Background of Instructor:

Many guest lecturers were professors in Multicultu:al_
Education, Bilingual Education, at San Diego State Univ.




VI,

ASsessment

Percent time: 30 % for all marticipants

Emphases of instruction (in order of importance):

1.
2.

3.

Models of assessment for LEF child.

Survey of instruments/technicques

Administering formal tests

Methods of instruction (in order of importance/use):

1.

2
3.

Lecture .

Demonstration
Discussion

Background of instructor: Bilingual Assessment Specialist/

School District

Unique aspects of the Program

1.
2.
3.

Uses Hispanic Training Institute Language Approach.
Attracts extremely sophisticated, experienced participants.
Located in attractive setting.

Problems noted by the staff/director

l. Poor relations between Student/participants and program

staff. Students (school psychologists, speech/language/
resource specialists)felt program administrators from
the bilingual education field did not tailor program to
student needs.

Students disappointed with lack of practica/experience
with real LEP students. Also wished off-site visits to
nearby cultural and assessment resources.

Advanced Spanish students criticized language training
as not being complete, not offering sufficient homework,
practice.

Disappointment also expressed over £zudent-perceived low
level of sophistication of assessment and culture issues
discussed.

No instructor available to encourage students to practice
Spanish during their lunch break.

Use of assessment coordinator who doubled as language
instructor caused problems.

Use of assessmen* coordinator experienced iwn working with
non-Californian, non-Mexican-American students caused problem
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APPENDIX C

TASK QUTLINE




TASK 1. Develop obzervation/interview instrument.

1.1 Read all reiated documents concerning the development and goals
of the Second Language Institutes.

1.2 Review all funded proposals for 1982 institutes.

1.3 Design questions that reflect both method and content of programs -
applicable across sites. Questions should reflect appropriate.
goals of the institutes as outlined by the Department of Education.

1.4 Pilot draft instrument.

1.5 Review and revise instrument according to pilot feedback.

(See Appendix A for sample of instrument)

TASK 2. Observe and interview at each institute site.

2.1 Assign one evaluator to each site for a period of one to th
days.

2.2 Stagger assignments to facilitate communication between evaluators
after each visit. This assures that any modification in proce-
dures deemed necessary can take place i1mmediately and be& incor-
porated into the remaining site visits,

TASK 3. Develop Program Feature Profiles for each institute.

3.1 Analyze observation/interview protocols to identif,; key elements
of philosophy, staffing, ambiance, and method and content fcr
each of the three instructional components: language, culture
and assessment,

3.2 Write up profiles for each institute using standard fcrmat.

3.3 Send profiles to each director for review and comments.

This assures that we have not erred in our perceptions of the
program. (Profiles are non-judgmental and simply act 2s a
mirror to reflect key elements of each institute as they have

been implemented.)
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3.4 Revise and finalize profiles based on directors' comments.

TASK 4. Develop Participant Survey Form based on analysis of program

feature profiles.

4.1 Sample questions:

«When you began the Second Language Institute this summer, what
was/were vour greatest need(s) in the area of assessment of
LEP children (check as many as apply):

[] knowledge of test theory and application specific to

language minority children

[] exposure to greater variety of appropriate tests

[] practice administering tests

[] practice interpreting tests

[] opportunities to convey test results to parents

[] other

oFor each of the following, please note whether or not you feel

you received sufficient instruction/practice.

not too
enough sufficient much

stest theory & application
specific to language minority
children

sexposure to variety of appro-
priate tests

epractice administering tests
to appropriate subjects
epractice interpreting tests
econveying results to parents

sother

4.2 Include the following: ™"In order to better document the effective-

ness of the Second Language Institutes, we would appreciate it
if you would provide us with the name, address and telephone

nimber of your most immediate ijervisor(s). We will send him/
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her/them a survey form requesting them to check the ways in

which the skills you acquired at the Second Language Institute

have enhanced services to LEP children. These surveys will be

totally anonymous and we will request that neithtr your name

nor your supervisor's name be noted on the return form. We
p

appreciate your cooperation in this matter since the data
collected from this survey will enhance our chances of providing
future Second Language Institutes.”

TASK 5. Mail out surveys.

5.1 Mail out follow-up postcard-lD days later reminding participants
to return surveys.

5.2 Make follow-up telephone calls one week later to urge participants
to return surveys that have not been received.

5.3 Continue follow-up activity to attempt to achieve 130% return
rate. 90% is lowest acceptable rate.

TASK 6. - Develop and mail out Supervisor Survey.

6.1 Code surveys according to institute attended by participant only.

6.2 Mail out postcards 10 days later to all supervisors reminding
them to return surveys.

6.3 Make follow-up phone calls to supervisors keyed to institutes
with significantly low returns only.

TASK 7. Analysis of Participant Surveys.

~d
—

Use cross-tab analysis to asqertain which features are most

important to which participants.

7.2 Use cross-tab analysis to ascértain whiéh participants cun-
sidered themselves to benefit most from (1) ove;all program;
{2) specific components.

7.3 Use fréquency énalysis to ascertain thch program features

are considered key by most participants.
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7.4 Use descriptive analysis to ascertain program effects on on-
the-job performance.

TASK 8. Analysis of Supervisor Surveys.

8.1 Use cross~tab analysis to group high effectiveness ratings
with particular program feature clusters.

8.2 Use descriptive and frequency analyses to demonstrate ways in
which Second Lanquage Institute training benefits the schools.

8.3 Analysis of any anecdotal material that is received.

TASK 9. Write Final Report.

9.1 Describe general features of programs.

9.2 Combine information from Tésks 7 and 8 into report.

9.3 Use observation, anecdote and incidental information gathered
during Task 2 to illuminate the findings.

9.4 Make recommendations for strengthening the institutes.

TASK 10. Dissemination

10.1 Develog Executive Summary especially geared to future Second
Language Institute Directors and staff.

10.2 Submit 100 copies each of Final Report and 250 copies of
Executive Summary to Office of Special Education.

10.3 Prepare outline for oresentation to Special Education Commission.

10.4 Prepare briefing for Office of Special Education and Office of

Bilingual Education personnel.
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APPENDIX D

FREQUENCY PROFILES

~131-~

. 138
ERIC




INSTITUTE: Cal State L.A. N: 30 (35)
% Return: 867

SEX B IMPORTANCE OF LOCATION
Male 17% Very important 83%
Female 837 Reasons 77% cited convenience
ETHNICITY NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
Anglo 777 . Too few 0
Hispanic 207 Ab. right 837
Black 0] Too many -0
Asian 3%
Other 0 PROFESSIONAL COMPOSITION
Good 77%
TIMES ATTENDED Like change 23%
Once 437%
Twice 37% LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS
Three 20% ‘Ab, right 83%
Too varied 0]

PROFESSIONAL CAPACITY

Schl Psy 33% LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION GROUPINGS
Nurse 0 Not effec 3%
Speech 37% Mod effec 33%
Res. Sp. 13% Very effec 637
Biling Tch 10%
Other 3% ' ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS
Missing 3% Not effec 0
Mod effec 70%
PROFESSIONAL ROLE CHANGE Very effec 27%
Official 20%
Unofficial 37% STAFF COVERAGE
Yes 90%
PROGRAM LENGTH No 77
Total 67% ab. right Missing 3%
23% too long
Daily 80% ab. right
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INSTITUTE:

LANGUAGE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little 437
Ab. right 53%
Too much 3%
CONTENT
Did not focus 3%
Adequate 477
Did focus 477%
METHODS
Boring 3%
Standard 477
Creative 50%
INSTRUCTORS
Not good 0
Adequate 237%
Excellent 67%
Varied 10%
CULTURE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little 23%
Ab. right 607
Too much 17%
CONTENT
Did not focus 17%
Adequate 607
Did focus 237%

Cal State L.A.

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

ASSESSMENT
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied
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INSTITUTE: NHU Guadalajara N: 48 (50)
% Return: 96%

SEX IMPORTANCE OF LOCATION
Male 297 Very important 947
Female 717 Reasons: language & cultural immersion

no one cited convenience

ETHNICITY
Anglo 759 NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
Hispanic 217 Too few 0%
Black 0% Ab. right 92%
Asian 0% Too many 8%
Other 2%
PROFESSIONAL COMPOSITION
TIMES ATTENDED Good 90%
Once 67% Like change 0%
Twice 29%
Three 4 LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS
Ab. right 67%
PROFESSIONAL CAPACITY Too varied 237
Schl Psy 33%
Nurse 0% LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION GROUPINGS
Speech 27% Not effec 0%
Res. Ps. 13% Mod effec 50%
Biling Tch 15% Very effec 487%
Other 13%
ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS
PROFESSIONAL ROLE CHANGE Not effec 147
0fficial 19% Mod effec 38%
Unofficial 44% Very effec 48%

STAFF COVERAGE

FROGRAM LENGTH

Total 81% ab. right Yes 73%
Daily 88% ab. right No 25%
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INSTITUTE:

LANGUAGE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHQODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

CULTURE
TIME DEVOTED
Too littel
Ab. right
Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

31%
33%

35%

47
467
27%
237%

NHU Guadalajara

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

No formal inst.

ASSESSMENT

TIME DEVOTED
Too liitle
Ab, right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied
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INSTITUTE:

SEX
Male

Female

ETHNICITY
Anglo
Hispanic
Black
Asian
Other

TIMES ATTENDED

Once
Twice
Three

277
713%

737
07
18%
9%
0%

82%
18%
0%

PROFESSTGiAL CAPACITY

Schl Psy
Nurse
Speech
Res. Sp.
Biling Tch
Other
Combined

PROFESSIONAL ROLE CHANGE

367
07%
36%
0%
0%
97
18%

uop

" LANGUAGE

N: 11

% Return: 79%

IMPORTANCE OF LOCATION

827%
647
367

Very important

Reasons

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

Too few 9%
Ab. right 91%
Too many 07

PROFESSIONAL COMPOSITION

Good 91%
Like change 9%

(14)

convenience

other/missing

ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS

Ab.

Too

right 27%
467

187%

varied

Too low

LANGUAGE

INSTRUCTION GROUPINGS

Not effec 367
Mod 647

Very effec 0%

effec

ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS

Official
Unofficial

PROGRAM T.ENGTH
Total

Daily

0%
467

737
277
18%
82%

ab. right
too long
ab. right

too long
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INSTITUTE:

LANGUAGE »
TIME DEVOTED
Too little

Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

CULTURE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

73%
27%
0%
0%

0%
18%
827

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Craat

INSTRUCTORS
Not gocd
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

ASSESSMENT

TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab, right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
‘Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied



INSTITUTE: La Verne N: 12 (19
% Return: 63%

SEX IMPORTANCE OF LOCATION
Male 17% Very important 75%
Female 837 Reasons: culture & long imm.
ETHNICITY NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
. Anglo 587% Too few 0]
Hispanic 33% &b, right 1007%
Black 87 Too many 0
Asian 0%
Other 0% PROFESSIONAL COMPOSITION
Good 927
TIMES ATTENDED Like change 0
Once 75%
Twice 17% LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS
Three 87 Ab. right 677
Too varied 177%
PROFESSIONAL CAPACITY Too advanced 177
Schl Psy 33%
Nurse 0] LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION GROUPINGS
Speech 25% Not effec 0
Res. Sp. 8% Mod effec 427
Biling Tech 17% Very effec 58%
Other 8%
ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS
PROFESSIONAL ROLE CHANGE Not effec 177
Official 8% Mod effec - 337
Unofficial 507 Very effec 8%
Not grouped 427
PROGRAM LENGTH
Total 75% ab. right  STAFF COVERAGE
257% too short Yes 67%
Daily 92% ab. right No 25%
Missing 1
-138-
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INSTITUTE:

LANGUAGE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab, right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

CULTURE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

177
83%

“tear

La Verne

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

Miscellaneous

ASSESSMENT
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent

Varied
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INSTITUTE: San Diego N: 8 (14)
% Retura: 57%

SEX MPQr U UTTE T LOCATION
Male 50% -7 iroort:z 0%
Female 50% =5 ONE 887 rvsniace
ETHNICITY NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
Anglo 63% Too few 25%
Hispanic 25% Ab, right 75%
Black 0% Too many 0%
Asian 0%
Other 07 PROFESSIONAI, COMPOSITION
Good 75%
TIMES ATTENDED Like change 257
Once 75%
Twice 25% LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS
Three 07 Ab. right 50%
Too varied 25%
PROFESSTONAL CAPACITY Too low 25%
Schl Psy 50%
Nurse 13% LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION GROUPINGS
Speech 25% Not effec 0%
Res. Sp. 07 Mod effec 50%
Biling Tch 0% Very effec 50%
Other 13%
| ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS
PROFESSIONAL ROLE CHANGE Not effec 38%
Official 13% ‘Mod effec 13%
Unofficial 0% Very effec 0%
Not grouped 50%
PROGRAM LENGTH
Total 63% ab. right STAFF COVERAGE
25% too long Yes 50%
Daily 63% ab. right No 507%

25% too long
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INSTITUTE:

TIME DEVOTED
Teo little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
.Adequéte
Excellent
Varied

CULTURE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

San Diego

METHODS
Bdring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

ASSESSMENT
TIME DEVOTED .
Too little

Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT

Did not focus

Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS

Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied
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INSTITUTE: Fallerton N: 8 (9
‘ % Return: 897

SEX IMPORTANCE OF LOCATION
Male 12% Very important 637%
Female 88% Reasons 507% convenience

ETHNICITY NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
Anglo 38% Too few 637%
Hispanic 0% Ab, right 38%
Black 0% Too many 0%
Asian 637%

Other 0% PROFESSIONAL COMPOSITION
Good 50%

TIMES ATTENDED | Like change 507%
Once 75%

Twice 257 LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS
Three 0% Ab. right 12%
Too varied 63%

PROFESSIONAL CAPACITY Too advanced 12%

Schl Psy 127%
Nurse 0% LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION GROUPINGS
Speech 257 Not effec 25%
Res. Sp. 127 Mod effec 257
Biling Tch 38% Very effec 38%
Other 127 Not grouped 12%

PROFESSIONAL ROLE CHANGE ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS
O0fficial 12% Not effec 12%
Unofficial 25% Mod effec 25%

Very effec ! 257
PROGRAM LENGTH Not grouped 38%
Total 63% ab. right
38% too short STAFF COVERAGE
Daily 887 ab. right Yes 887
12% too long No 12%
142~
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INSTITUIE:

Fullerton

LANGUAGE METHODS
TIME DEVOTED Boring 0%
Too little 25% Standard 637%
Ab. right 75% Creative 38%
Too much 0%
INSTRUCTQRS
CONTENT Not good 0%
Did not focus 12% Adequate 507
Adequate 637 Excellent 257
Did focus 25% Varied 127
Missing 12%
METHODS
Boring 0% ASSESSMENT
Standard 75% TIME DEVOTED
Creative 25% Too little 127
Ab. right 637%
INSTRUCTORS Too much 127
Not good 0% Missing 12%
Adequate 38%
Excellent 637% CONTENT
Varied 0% Did not focus 25%
Adequate 63%
CULTURE Did focus 0%
TIME DEVOTED Missing 12%
Too little 507
Ab. right 50% METHODS
Too much 0% Boring 0%
Standard 75%
CONTENT Creative 0%
Did not focus 127% Missing 25%
Adequate 75%
Did focus 12% INSTRUCTORS
Not good 0%
Adequate 637
Excellent 127
Vardied 12%
. Missing 12%
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STAFF_COVERAGE

PROFESSIONAL ROLE CHANGE Yes 37%
O0fficial 0% No 50%
Unofficial 25% 127

PROGRAM LENGTH
Total 507% ab. right

25% too short
25% too long
Daily 50% ab. right
25% too short
25% too long -
153
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INSTITUTE: Fresno N: 8 (16)
% Return: 507%

SEX IMPORTANCE OF LOCATION

Male 127 Very important 1007

Female 88% Reasons 63% ~onvenience
ETHNICITY PROFESSIONAL COMPOSITION

Anglo 88% Good 63%

Hispanic 12% Like change 37%

Black 0%

Asian 0% LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS

Other 0% Ab, right 37%

Too varied 37%

TIMES ATTENDED Too adv. 257

Once 88%

Twice (14 LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION GROUPINGS

Three 127 Not effec 0%

Mod effec 25%

PROFESSIONAL CAPACITY Very effec 75%

Schl Psy 127 '

Nurse 127% ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS

Speech 50% Not effec 75%

Res. Sp. 257% Mod effec 12%

Biling Tch 0% Very effec 12%

Other 0%



INSTITUTE:

LANGUAGE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

CULTURE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

25%
75%
07%

25%
37%
377

07
63%
377

07
12%
63%
25%

12%
377
507

25%
757%
07

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

ASSESSMENT
TIME IDEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied
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25%
637%
127

07
257
37%
377

50%
127%
37%

757
25%
07

637%
25%
127

127%
25%
127
50%



INSTITUTE: Tulare N: 12 (13)
% Return: 85%

SEX IMPORTANCE OF LOCATION
Male 9% Very important 647%
Female 907 Reasons 867% convenience

ETHNICITY NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
Anglo 100% Too few 0z
Hispanic 0z Ab. right 100%
Black 0% Too many A 0%
Asian 0% |
Other 0% PROFESSIONAL COMPQOSITION

Good 91%

TIMES ATTENDED Like change 07
Once 737%

Twice 18% LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS
Three 9% Ab. right 647%
Too varied 187

PROFESSIONAL CAPACITY
Schl Psy 0% LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION GROUPINGS
Nurse 0% Not effec 9%
Speech 18% Mod effec 36%
Res. Sp. 467 Very effec 55%
Biling Tch 0%

Other 367% ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS
Not effec 27%

PROFESSIONAL ROLE CHANGE Mod effec 547
Official 9% ‘ Very effec 9%
Unofficial 18%

Missing 27% STAFF COVERAGE
Yes 1007
PROGRAM LENGTH No ' 07
Total ) 827 ab. right
18% too long
Daily 100% ab. right
~146-
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INSTITUIE:

LANGUAGE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab, right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus
Miss.

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent

Varied

CULTURE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab, right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

9%
917%
07

07
55%
367

9%

0%
18%
827

9%
07%
467
467

07
827
187

9%
827
97

Tulare

-147~

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

ASSESSMENT

TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate

Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good

Adequate
Excellent
Varied

0%
467
547

07
367
277
367%

27%
55%
9%

9%
737
9%

9%
647
18%

07
55%
18%
187%



. INSTITUTE:

Male

Female

ETHNICITY
Anglo 1007
Hispanic
Black
Asian

Other

o O o

TIMES ATTENDED
Once
Twice
Three

PROFESSIONAL CAPACITY
Schl Psy 447
117%

Nurse
Speech

Res. Sp.
Biling Tech
Other

Official
Unofficial

PROGRAM LENGTH
Tats

Daily

ab,

too short

right

too long

-148-~

Stanislaus

N: 9(13)

%Z Return: 69%

IMPORTANCE OF LOCATTON

897
100%

Very important

Reasons:

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

Too few 0
Ab. right 1007
Too many 0]

PROFESSIONAL COMPOSITION

Good
Like change

convenient

LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS

Ab., right
Too varied

Too low

TANGUAGE INSTRUCTION GRCUPINGS

Not effec
Mod effec
Very effec 44¢

ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS

33%
33%
117
227

Not effec
Mod effec
Very effec
Not grouped

STAFF _COVERAGE

Yes
No

567



INSTITUTE:

LANGUAGE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab, right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHQODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

CULTURE
TIME DEVOTED
Too little
Ab, right

Too much

CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

22%
78%

78%
22%

11%
22%
68%

567%
447,

897
9%

56%
~k

\"

Stanislaus

METHODS
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

ASSESSMENT
TIME DEVQTED
Too little
Ab. right

Too much

. CONTENT
Did not focus
Adequate
Did focus

METHODS
Boring
Standard

Creative

INSTRUCTORS
Not good
Adequate
Excellent
Varied

-149~
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567%
447

33%
67%

567%
33%
11%

447
447,
11%

33%
56%
11%

33%
447
117%
11%



Male

Female

ETHNICITY
Anglo
Hispan?c
Black
Azian
Otk »

TIMES ATTENDE

Once
Twice
Three

OVERALL FREQUENCIES N:

237
17%

715%
16%
2%
5%
7%

687%
257
8%

PROFESSIONAL CAPACITY

Schl Psy
Nurse
Speech
Res. Sp.
Biling Tch
Other
Comb.

307

2%
297
157%
11%
117%

47

PROFESSIONAL ROLE CHANGE

Official
Unofficial

PROGRAM LENGTH
Total

Daily

147
37%

737
137%
13%
78%

47

16%

ab.
too
too
ab.
too

too

right
short
loung
right
short
iong
=150~

7% Return:

IMPORTANCE OF LOCATION

Very important

Reasons

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

Too few
Ab. right

Too many

146
807%

867%
417
207
1%
47

8%
87%
5%

PROFESSIONAL COMPOSITION

Good
Like change

82%
187

convenience
lang/cult.imm,
language

culture

LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS

Ab. right
Too varied
Too low
Too high

607%
257
1%
1%

LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION GROUPINGS

Not effec
Mod effec
Very effec

ASSESSMENT GROUPINGS

Not effec
Mod effec
Very effec

STAFF COVERAGE

Yes
No

6%
437%
50%

167%
427
29%

17%
217%



OVERALL FREQUENCIES (page 2)

LANGUAGE METHODS
TIME DEVOTED Boring
Too little 33% Standard
Ab. right 627 Creative
Too much 6%
INSTRUCTORS
CONTENT Not good
Did not focus 23% Adequate
Adequate 42% Excellent
Did focus 34% Varied
No formal inst.
METHODS
Boring 16Z ASSESSMENT
Standard 497 TIME DEVOTED
Creative 36% Too little
Ab. right
INSTRUCTORS Too much
Not good 107%
Adequate 28% CONTENT
Excellent 437 Did not focus
Varied 207 Adequate
Did focus
CULTURE
TIME DEVOTED ME_HODS
Too little 217% Boring
Ab. right 587% Standard
Too much 207 Creative
CONTENT : INSTRUCTORS
Did not focus 25% Not good
Adequate 57% Adequate
Did focus 18% Excellent
Varied |
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institute-trainad personnel on Staff. ‘ Not all participdnts are
.involved in 1egally mandated assessment in their distxicts 50 we
would not even strive for a 100% affirmative response to this
question, however, it remains an. issue of critical inpdrtance

for many schools and districts. Table 9 presents the responses

to this question. -

Table 9

Increased Complisnce With Legal Requirem=nts

N Yes (%) No (%) Don't Know (%) oOther (%) No Responses (%)

67 52 (78%) 10 (15%) 3 (4%) 3 (3%) 1 (17%)

onsidering the 1imitati0nsI0f the question, the number of

supervidors answering "Yes" to this question is. rather extraordinary

Apparen 1y, there is a widespread belief that the Second. Language |

Instit.tes are making a significant impact on the ability of schoois

tricts to meet iegal mandates.

The next question asked ofbthe superVisors was wnether or not
it has beenv”helpful" te have a Second Language fnstitute-trained
person on staff. The rationale behind this question was that par;
ticipants may not al;ays be given added responsibilities or be inf
volved directly in meeting legal assessment requiréments, bnt they

. may still be nore useful tbitheir districts in ways which we have ﬂ
not' considered. For this rcason, a follow;np explanation was re;

quested. Table 10 indicates supervisor responses to the question

of helpfulness.

- 6g
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Table 10

SLI Particigant Helpfulness

N Yes (%) No‘(Z) Don't Know (%) Other (%) No Responsel(Z)

68 57 (84%) 6 (9%) 1 1%y 2 (3%) 2 - (3%

Overwﬁeimingly, 'supervisors reported that it was hélpfql to
them to have such a person on their staff. Among the various ways
in whiéh participants were judged helpful were: hglping>to develop
better programs for LEP studeﬁts,.increasing in-house aséessments,
giving.the district more confidence, motivating gthers to develop
simiiar skills, interpreting students’ needs,.communicating:with
parents, and providing a be;téf uqdérstanding of IEP's for LEP
children. ’

The"penuitimate question of the survey asked if suﬁe:visofs
feit that the State of California shoﬁld continue to ProvidevSecond'i
Language Institutes. ReSpoﬁées‘to this question are displayed below

in Table 11..

Table 11

;/iiQShould Program Be Continued by State?
/ =

‘N "~ Yes (%) No (%) -, Don't Know (%) No Response.(%)
67 62 (93%4 2 (3%) 1 (1) 2 (3%)

¢
Al

As indicated by Table 11, tﬁene,is extremely strong support
for continuance of this program on the part of responding super-

visors. It is interesting that even some supervisors who did not

j'!“ 2 ,_58_

’
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report noticeable improvements in participants on their staff,

o

felt the program should be continued. Anélyseé of supervisor
comments leads us to the conclusion that, in some cases,
supes 7risors felt the particular participant from their staff
was not an especially good candidate for the program, but these
feelings did not carry over to eGaluation of the program.
The'final question asked of supervisors was open-ended and
simply provided an opportunity to comﬁent on anything that had
not already been covered. Naturally, many people did not respond
spetifically to this question. However, among those who did, the-
single highest frequency re5poﬁsg was a simple, hearty endorse-
ment ofifﬁézprogram. A few pgople mentioned tﬁé cost of the
program --eitherfthat it was too expensive for the participanfs'
or querying about what the cost might be to the state.  Also
mentioned were the need td select participants more carefully;

an appeal to include administrators, institute a follow-up, and -

‘provide'lists of program participants available for employment.

In summary, aﬁong those supérvisors who responded to the
questionnaire,vthere was enthﬁsiastic en&orSement of the Second
Language Institutes and very positivé ratiﬁgs for skill improve-
ment of prq%;am paéticipants.' Of'course, a question remains
about how ;epfesentative these supervisors were pf all partici-
pants' supervisors since approximately one-third of pérticipants :

did not nominate a supervisor (in some cases the request was



non-applicable or addresses were erroneous ér inadequate), and
not ail nominated supervisors responded to our queries. Howevér,
since we cannot kno& how other supefvisors might have responded,
the most significant statement we can make, given the data we
have to work with,'is that more than half of all participgnts'

- supervisors are known to be strongly in favor of the program

based on their experience with institute-trained personnel.

o
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IV DISCUSSION

A. = Successful Program Features
'The central theme of this evaluation study was to identifyn
those features of the Second Language Institutes that were
particularly successful in transmitting targeted skills to.program\\
participants. Three skill areas were emphasized by the institutes :\
language, culture, and assessment of LEP children. For each of &
these skill areas = or program components - me have identified A
_four Sub-components -that were deemed important for the acquisition
of' the targetsd material. These are (l),the time devoted to the
"component; (2) instructional content; (3) instructional methods;
and (4) staff (instructors) E In addition to the three program
components, the general organization of thé institute as well as
program philosophy are also important elements that contribute to
a successful program and will be discussed in this section.
The method by which we have isolated particularly successful
program features was._ d1scussed in Chapter 11, Methods Suffice
it to say here that features identified in the Program Feature
_ Profiles (Appendix B ) are;matchedJWith program ranhings»listed

in Table 12 below to yield a picture of those characteristics of

programs that appear to have met ~with greatest success.

Language\

o

1. Time devoted to language instruvction. Very few people

felt that too much time had, been devoted to language
instruction, and though the "official percentage of

time devoted to language instruction differed considerably

.- =Bl | 68§




Table 12

Program Rankings

Highly Ranked Programs

Language .
Time Devoted (1) Tulare .
- (2) La Verne
N _ (3) Fullerton
Instructional Content (1) cal state L.A.
Instructional Methods (1) Tulare
; (2) Stanislaus
(3) Cal State LA/San Diego
Instructors ’////'/ﬂ(l) Cal State L.A.
(2) Fullerton/Fresno
Culture .
Time Devoted (1) vop
' (2) Stanislaus
Instructional Content (1) ‘vop
'Instructidnal Methods (1) vop
Instructors (1) vor
' - (2) Stanislaus
Assessment .
Time Devoted / (1) cal state L.A.
Instructional Content (1) NHU
: (2) Cal State L.A.
(3) vop
Instructional Methods (1) NHU
o (2) Ccal State L.A.,
(3) vop .
Instructors (1) NHU
(2) vop
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for the three highest ranking sites - Tulare, La Verne,
and Fullerton - (from 45-907 of total program time)
there was an appérent commogﬁlity beﬁween the sites
which may have led to these high ratings by partiéipants:
Both Tulare and La Verne provided a language immersion

. approach - Tulare by virtue of its'HILT methodology and
La Verne because stud;nts'were physicaliy immersed in
the language in Mexico. The Fullerton program may have
been Viewed.as succéssful in thisnaréa on the basis of
very different ciriteria since its focus was Asian
lenguages and most, participants were not highiy skilled
in the second langnuage. The fact that groups were small
and a great deal oonne-to;one contaczt with the instruc-
"tor was possible probably contributed to the high degree
‘of satisfaction that these participants exhibited.

Tﬂe main ur.answered question here is why other
hmnersion—type programs - including those Iike Cal State
L;A. fhat weré very successful otherwise - did not proQ
duce the same degree of satisfaction with respect to .
time spent‘gn instruction. Perhaps to some ex;ent ;t
ﬁay be vélid to,conclude that tﬁevbetter the langﬁage

program was, the more time students wanted to spend in
//,/-' .

Cit. The'goai of stating with precisioﬂ'hdw much time .

'~ 1s optimum for language iﬂstruction'remains.elusive,

however, our analyses of both comments and quahtitative
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data lead us to conclude that students preferred

highly integrated language programs where the target
language was utiliéed throughout the day in an immersion-
type setting. However, as noted, this probably would

differ somewhat for languages other than Spanich.

Instructional content. With respect to instructional
content, ﬁo other institute even came close to ﬁaﬁching
the success of the Cal State L.A. program, hence only
one institute is ranked. The}ins;ructors in the Cal
State program have now had three years to develop a
curriculum for the prograﬁ>and‘t§at time to.experiment
wi:h and moaify their curriculum appears to have paid
off; Several featurés are fundamental'to their approach.
Assessment and éulture curricula are carefully woven in-
to the language instruction component by utilizing these

subject areas as bases for language instruction. A

particular aspect of this is the strong emphasis on intro-

du%ing special education and assessment terminoldgy into
the language instruction: while substuntial time is spent
on discussion of grammaticaiﬁfeat;res of the language, the
emphasis of the curriculum is on conversational experience
utilizing conceﬁts'énd terms tﬁat special education per-
sonnel will need in their,w;rk situations. The immersionl
approdch of the program also provides extensive listening

a4

as well as speaking experience for the students.

\)! "'64‘7‘1 | . ‘
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Instructional methods. The highest raaking sites with

respect to instructional methods were all immersion-

type programs with the exception of San Diego; Both
?ulare and Stanislaus employed a HILT methodology
thch emphasizes a fast-pscedlbombardment_of the senses
in a naturalistic setting.. Tnstructional methods em-
ployed by the Cal State L.A. site included a good deal
of role-playing and Qideotaping. An additional inno- |
vation was the use of telephone tutors who were used
both for additional :onversational experience and to
clarify any linguistic issues that had beén encountered
during ‘the day. Tnis was apparently quite sucqessfull
and allowed the program-to maint;in a more rapid péce
since minor questions could be dealt with on a one-to-one -
basis with the_tutor. Also, instructors had planned for
separate lessons onvgrammaﬁical points, geared towards

the differing skill levels of the ztudents, so that

&

conversations and other experientially-oriented language

instruction were not hampered by the need to %o off.on

lehgthy grammatical explanations.

Instructors. The highest rated language instructors

were found at the Cal State L.A., Fullerton, and Fresno

!

sites. The single most often used adjective to describe

good language instructors was "eathusiasm." Students

seemed to appreciate teachers who maintained a quick-

-
A
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- paced, optimistic attitude toward their teaching.
Accessibility was another feature of the highly rated
instructors. Students wanted to feel that instructors
were available informally as well as during formal
class time.

Culture

.

1. Time devoted to culture instruction. Only two institutes

were perceived to be highly successful in the area of
culture instruction - ﬁOP and Stanislaus and in”bo;ﬁ cases
instrﬁctors'appear to havé been key to the experience.
The UOP culture component was segregated from the other
two components and officially accouﬁted for 207 of the
total instructional time. The Stanislaus site sought to
integrate the cultural component into the total program
and did not allot it any partf lar amount of tima. This
wide variation in approach to time allotment for the
cultural component emfhasizes ;hé fact fhaf students'
satisfaction with the tiﬁe devoted to this’instruction.
was more a function of overall satisfaction with the

component than with actual time spent in study.

2.&3. Instructional content/methods. The UOP program stood

out far above all others in both content and methods of
instfuctioﬁ of culture. _The component was taugh;.py one
very gharismatic instructor, W rever, he used a multi-
mechod appréach to conVey his material. The general

L © =66~
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curriculum consisted of an histcrical approach to
Hispanic culture and its roots in the U.S. The in-
structor was concerned with conveying to students how

the Mexic. 1 and thé‘Mexican-American had come to occupy
the social an& economic rdles that they do.today. °
Readings, art,‘film, music, were all used as tools of‘
instruction. While some diécussion_was conducted on
the differences-among contemporary Hispanic groups, the

emphasis was more on undérstanding how things had come

to be as they are, than on discussion of present day

~____“uf.gharacxexisLigﬁ_gf the target population. This emphasis
appéars to have avoi@ed the pitfall encountered by other
p:ograﬁs that were cri;icized for beiné condescendiqg to
rh-  ndents. Since most SLI partic: s chose to éttend
an instifute because they were’'already wqu;ug with = and

hence familiar with - & particular minority populat<on

© .

. they felt they knew quite a bit about their characteristics

as a group. What they seemed to appreciaté learning about

we;e the underlying factors that help to explain the . |

behaviors and characteristics they haye witnessed. An

additional innbvatiOn Qf the UOP program was arranged

1unche§ fof,participants and migfant studpnts; Many
Licipants*noted—that-ﬁhgy~appreciaLuu tlie-opportunity ———

to have very frank discussions with these sgudents about |

their life experiences and this provided new iﬁsights for

S .- Aol . ; 74 L




the participants.
4, Instructors. UOP and Stanislaus were ranked highest

for the quality of their instructional staff.

~

Stanisiaus, unlike UCP, usedrseveral‘different?in—

J

structors and called upon student résources to teach
cultural material. 'However, perhaps more important

for this component than the others, was the likeableness -

or the charisma - of the instructors. Since instructors
for the cultural components were.generally representatives

of the culture, the degree to which students related to

them_appears to have heen the key factor in thejr ;bility
to'gét their message across. Personality features which
appear to have contributed to.this success included open-
ness, a lack ofxcondescension, enthusiasm about the
material to the extent that they displayed a real desire
‘fdr the studenté to enjd& it, and a sincere intereét in
students' beliefs and perceptions.

Assessment

1. Time devoted to instruction. Only one institute was

rated particularly high in this area: C(al State L.A.

Because an attempt had been made to integrate the

assesément ;nd langgage components to some extent, and
T ”EEEEﬁEEMEHéuééﬁédﬁliﬁg“df”classés'was éo complex, it wag
difficult to quaﬁtify the amount of time devoted to

assessment inscruction with great precision. However,

-
.
-

-68-




best estimates put it at between 25% and 55% depending

- on the level of Spanish language ability of the studeﬁt.

sites that—attempted to _

WryayzAlahguage and assessment instructional time according

Cal Sfafé L;A.‘was one of two
to the linguistit ékills of the participants. Both from -
the comments made by participants at various siges and
the ratings that this iﬁstitute received, it éppearsiéhat
this may be a'successful strategy.. However, it is inter-
eéting to note thaﬁ thé institute direcﬁor t.ad spécifically
mentioned that he félt'a point of dissatisfaction on the

.part of the students was th;t too much time was sﬁent'on
assessment; theybpreferred that .ne time be spent on
language instructioh. Judging from‘the questionnaire
results it is trﬁ; that participants wanted more tim
devqteq'tb ianguage, but apﬁarently_they &ere not consis-
tent iﬁ,wahfing the time taken away from assessment.

o

2.&3. Instructional content and methods. Overall, the NHU site

.was the highest'ranked institute for the assessment com-
ponent, with Cal Sfate:L.A. rankihg number two and UOP

_ number three; thése rankings held for both instructional
content and methods. Interestingly, fhe _.u ¢ that
made thesevcomponénts outstandiﬁg in the minds of parti-
cipants appear to have différed considerablylémong the
‘three sités. The NHU ﬁrogram focused on introducing

[N

instruments and'teqhniques, providing demonstration and




role-playing oppbrfunities to practice their adminis-
tration. The'instructor for this component is an
acknowledged expegt in the area and apﬁarently was
successful in transmitting a great deal of information
on the topic. The Cal State L.A;Vﬁfogfadeffered some

use of materials in school settings in addition to

lecture and demonstration—in the institute classroom.
The assessment component was intggrat to some extent,

into other aspects of the curriculum, and severa

structors were responsible for this component. There
was also é good attempt atvproﬁiding specialized_training
for the speech/language specialists that dealt with issues
particular to their specialty. The UOP program had the
most hands-on emphasis. with students working daily for a
period of one to two weeks with.Spanish—speaking special
education réferred children. This expe;ience was preceded
-by lecture andjdemonstratién of materials'and participanﬁs
were monitored duringvfest administration. However, since
many séudents were all working at once it was iﬁpossible
for the instructor to monitor them as closely as might

have been helpful. This program also offered‘a separéte
section of the a;sessment compoﬂent for speech/language
specialists and this appeared—to paréllellthe psychological
assessment, howévér there was little specific comment on

this instruction by the participants.
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4. Ipstructbrs. Instructors for the two institutes that
ranked highest - NH# and ‘UOP - . e consider~™1v 317
ferent with respect to background and philosophy.
What they appéared to have in common was a sincere
interest in the students and an attitude of accessi-
bility%‘ The NHU instructor is afspecialist in asséss-
ment of Spanish speakiﬁg'children, a uniﬁersity pro;
. fessor, and is partial to a particular set of inst:u-
" ments and techniques. The UOP psychological assessment
instructor ié a practicing sbhool~psycholo&ist with a
‘ : much more eclectic épproéch to.instruments an& tech-
niques as’'was the speeéh/language sﬁéciaiist. Stu&ents'
comments about the instructbrs were more centered around
‘a\~.\" the personality charaéteristics of the individuél at NHU

"~-.and the delivery of the instruction at UOP.

>~
“~
~..
>~

' Progr;m thlosqphy.i\Ong\major issue in program philosoﬁhy,whiéh

which we- found to be critiéal tdfthe\success of an institute was Who
™~ . .

taught whom? Since the participants in\fhe\?rogggm are all indivi-

¥ ~

. ’ ’ ~
. duals with. a certain amount of expertise in at lea§t some of the
content areas covered, they have a legitimate.expectafion\that their

instructors will be more knowledgeable than they in those a;EEs*\;n

. >

addition to haviang ekpertise in areas not so familiar to students..
There is.also an expectation that instruction will be geared'to the

students' particﬁlar professional needs. Unfortunately these

vy -Pl- 78
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expesctations were not always met. In some of the less successful I
institutes :chere were complain“s that the directorslwere not them- -
selves sufficient!l” kncwledgeable about the content areas and as
a fesuit were unreceptive  students vho voiced dissatisfaction
with the curriculum. Ti . . . 'so concern expressed that psych~-
ologists were able to offer little to speech/language specialists
and bilingual educators had no-business at all teaching special
education people about speciai education topics. Also mentioned
was the inappropriateness of having teachers whose knowledge was
_ based on Hispanic (or Asiar) groups that differed considerably inri
speech and cultural habits f;om those Hispanics served—in—Califormnia.

In summary, participants made it clear that they prefecred
‘~California—based Mexican-Spanish-SPeaking instructors whd were
knowledgeable about the students'. particulat speciaity and who

displayed an attitude that they were teaching peers, not under-

graduate students. Likewise,-participants wanted program directors’
who were knowledgeable about all aspects of the program, open, and
flexible to change if things were not working out.

A second area of concern mentioned'frequently by respcndents
Qas that of over-emphasis on psychological assessment to the
exclusiou of other specialties. 1f people other than psychologists -
and especially speech and lanéuaée specialists - are to continue to
be included in the program, then‘students would like to see a
broadeniing of the afsessment curriculum to accommodate their needs.l

Nurses felt the assessment curriculum did not focus on their needs

u": i f'72' 79



at all.“Bilingualyfeaghers were mofé split on tﬂé issue and speech-.
.people often feltvthey had been shortchanged. There is an apparent
need t& B;Egég;'the philosophy of the assessmen& component ‘to en-
compass the range of needs of ﬁhe students.

Program Qrganization. There were more criticisms -~ and .

suggestions for improvements -~ of program organization than any
other aspect of the institutes.

All of the institutes that had attempted to cut back on the

six week program period were criticized by students and ranked low
with respect to total time alotted for instruction. Apparentiy, ;
program of less duration than six weeks.is not able to satisfy most
students' information needs in all three iﬁstructional components.

On the other hand, programé that had attempted too lengthy of a

~day - 8 to 9 consecutive hours - were felt to be too_intense and

students became overtired. Residential programs were able to
offer the -same number of hours of study, but broken into different
activities, suéh as formal instrﬁction, trip to a local agency,
dinner with.a Mexican family, then homework after that. Thié tjpe
-of schgduling apparently allowed pa:ticipants to absdrbemore in-
forﬁation in a less intense manner.

A number of people at many of the institutesicbmpenﬁed that
pre—piacement language testing was inadequate (e.g., participants
were grouped inaccurately for;instruction); Many felt that this
caused the loss of valgable instructional time, - and some students

~were held back or folt lost in the classroom while arrangements

~

i
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for moving people arocund had to be made. Few re5pondénts kﬁew
what their FSI level was, either before or after‘tﬁé program, and
more than one director mentioned that the language ability-testing
was very subjective and results often bore little resemblance to
‘the person's actual skill level.

An additional problem with language skill level was voiced
by participants (and at least one directog) at sites where there
- were several participants with particularly low or particularly
high skills. At the sites‘with participants who had virtually'no/ﬁJ
exper;ence_in the second language, other participants felt the whéle
program wés held back becaus; non-language courses had to be géﬁ—
ducted in English which made an imﬁersion setting imposéib;eiﬁ(As
we noted earlier, the most successful language programs ﬁﬁ;;ared
to be those that.éame closest to approximating an imme:éion
ambience.) On the other hand, some partiéipants at ipétitutes that
had.acéepted fluent bilingual teachers complained tﬁat their skill

level was handicapping to the.other students in that they‘did not

B

share the same instructional needs.

Clearly, two issues need to be dealt witﬁ: (1) if individuals
with very low or very high segopd_language/skills should bé.inclu&ed
in the program along side those with more moderate skills; and (2)

.

if some more standérdized and reliable method of pre-placement

language testing can be developed.
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With respect to the assessment -curriculum, there appears to

be a concern, particularly among those individuals who are familiar

with more than one institute, that some standardization of the

assessment curriculum take place. Each institute hires a different

i

set of personnel with pér;iculagtbiases and special knowledge:of

particular instruments and techniques. The result then is that

-

students learn.different curricula. It has been suggested that since
among the different institutes there has beern an accumulation of a
considerable amount of expertise in -this area, the possibility of
combining tﬁis in some Qay would provid¢ a breadth of aséessmént'
informatioﬁ and skills that is not currently offered. Suggestions
ih»this area have-included»é eurficulum‘package that could be ‘dds-
tributed to the institutes, or separate i;struction in assessment.

EE

.at central sites.

Along with the concern for standafdizing the %ésessment
curriculum for all stﬁdents, we can deduce from partiqipants' comé‘
‘ments and our own quhntitative dhalYées that there is a need to
tailor the total curriculum £o the d%ffering negdé.pf first time —
participants versus returnees. Par;ici;ants who have alrea&y
experienced the[assessmen; and culfure’curricula of an institute
may be bgtter able to utiiige their time in more intensive langvage

instruction. On the other hand, some‘students who have greater

expertise in the second” language may wish to devote more time to
refining their assessment skills. Participants apparently had

considarably_vé}ying views about whether the institutes' major focus

t
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. should' be on 1énguagé, assessment, or culture., .Both the participanfs'
needsland‘expectatidhs'should probably be better evaluated prior to
the beginning of instruction.

Some institute diréctors and participants- complained that'na-
shdws‘at thé beginhing of the progrém caused problems in scheduling,
stéffingﬁ-etc. and suggested that something should be done to guaran-
tee a coﬁmitment ffom poténtial attendees. One scuggestion was th;t
a refundéble fee be aséesse& to help insure the seriousness of thé
applicant.

Finally, we must note that the question of the relative effec-
tivene#s of programs located in Mexico.(or other countries) versus
th@ée located in the U.S. appears to be a non~i§sue. While the
"ambieiice" of the prog;ams in Mexico was clearly an asset, aﬁd the

, : , & : B
opportunity to live with a Mexican family invaluable, with respect
o :
to language and gul;ure-t;;ining some in-state programs were rated
'vefy high»an& iﬁ-was apparently;pdssible.to'cre;te a verf:su?ceséful

language immersion program in Los Angelgé_or the CentralJValley of

« California. . ' AN

-5

P




-V SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Summary
Going back to the original questions we asked at the beginning
study we have been able to draw a fair number of ¢onclusions. First

we asked: What i5 the overall perception of the effectiveness of

the institutes by both participants and supervisors?

The answer here is that participants wefé generally quite satisfied
/

with the institute experience and some institutes were more successful

. than others with respect to producing saftisfied clients. Overall we

7

"would evaluate the institutes as_beingyét least moderately successful
vince only about é‘quérter ofvparticiﬁants felt the curricula hac not
focused on their needs; the remainihé three~quarters stating that the
curriculum content was at 1eas; adequate for their needs.

Aﬁong those superyisors who commented on fhe program's value -
which;waé a little.more than half of all participants’ superviéors -

4 , - :
there was an ézerwhelming endorrament of the program with 84'percent
stating it was helpful to.have an institute trained person on the
staff and another 93% feelingf;hag.the SEate shgpldxcontinhe to

provide the program. ™~

e A e

The second.question we askggfwéé?“iWhiéh instructional practices

s 7 . ~
are most successful in achiéving competency in the three instructional

~—~— | -
- L
-

T
component areas? .-

-

For language instruction we were able to detérminé'that an

.immersionFstyle program:prOVidihg intensive language "bombafdment"

. ) ~».—7 C . : .
and a highlyﬂintegfated curriculum was rated as most successful by

students. Role-playing, videotdping, telephone tutors and the = '

\
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opportunity to interact informally with Mexican family members as
well as Spanish speaking migrant students were methods that en-
han;éd studeﬁts' enjoyment and learﬁing. |
With respect to cultural instruction, pa;ticipants appeared
to appreciate most a curriculum that acknowledged their coghizance
of contemporary issues and charaétefistics of.hinority popﬁlations
and instead focused on historical issues and socio-psychological
underpinnings of ﬁfesent.day problems. Interestingly, experiencing
the "living culture" in Mexico did not produée particularly high
ratings for those cultural components that tobk place in Mexico.
'Assessmgnt instruction was rated highgstgwhen it was taught by
an acknowledged expert in the field and accompanied by’adéquate time
to get to know the materials and techniques well. An added advantage -
.was being able to have "handé-on" expefience with children like the

ones participants would be working with in their actual job situations.

° 1

Interestingly, program directors ~nd institute evaluators .found more
flaws in the assessment curricula.than were reported by the parti-
cipants. This will be dealt with in greater detail under Recommendations:

Third; we asked: What are the information needs of the partici-

¢

pants with respect to the thr :e instructional components?
) " .
With respect to language Instruction, participants made clear

that they wanted a great deal of conversational practice, a focus

-on "useablé" language versus a strong emphasis on grammaticai detail

.
-

and verb conjugation, an emphasis oﬁ"special eduéafion terminology

- 'ag “an integratedfpart of instruction, experience talking with families,

«




parents and students. They did not feel they needed to learn-
"textbook"”Spanish (or Asian languages) in the traditional fashion,
and many students were particularly adamant that they needed to
know the "living language' spokcn in the Southwest U.S. as opposed
to an Academia Real version that might be most‘accéptable in

- embassy sa16n§. | .

ParFidipantg as a whole fei: that cultural instruction was
often condeécendiné and needed to focus more on history or special
topics such a; sub-group behaviors (e.g., gangs; inter-ethnic
problems) than on the traditional aspects of culture.such as songs,.
dancés, foods, etc. thét most were alreadx familiar Qith. Most
importantly, it seémed;;the cod@gyer of thejmessage had to be a
repreSéntative of the culture with whom studénts felt a rapport and -
for whom they had genuine respect. ‘

With réépect to assesément, farticipantsgﬁell us they need to
'kpo& more;aBOut whéf is a&aiiable, ;nd they need time to Eecome
famiiiar witﬂ the instruments and the opportunity to usé them in o
the language of the étudentg._ Thgf‘aiéb need opportunities to
‘interpfet thgir'findings to parents; Addiﬁi&hally, they nee&.to
communic;te with gﬁcﬁ other éBodt pnobleﬁs and solutions they all
encounter. This iattériaspecﬁ of tPeir needs éppears to be'well

served by a follow-up component tbmthe“program that allows them
-~ N /:v

/

to bring up problems that arise on_the job. ; ’

’

Fourth, we asked: wa should/do inéﬁrudﬁional‘pgactices and

informational needs differ for participants depending on particular
<7 ] . i .

[

-
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backgfound characteristics?
We found s&me intgfesting differences among particigants
based on ethnicity, occupational role, and'number of Years actending
an_institute.
| With respect to ethnicity, the two targeted gfoups:— Hi;péniqs
and Asians ~ both felt that more time and care needed‘to bé devoted_'
to the cultural component of the ﬁroérams. This view was not shared
by Anglos - Anglos wanted a different curriculum But no more time
devoted to it. Some Hispanics felt too much time was devoted to
language and would have pfgfe;red spending-thatvfime on assessment -
insgructioﬁ. | - o -
Occupational role had a considerable éffect on participants'
leérning needs. School psyéhoiogists were more inclined to want
;o'focus'their instructional time on language while speech and
; language people wanted mqre'assessmenﬁ insfruction geéredutpwards
their needs. Nurses found the assessment comﬁonent fair1§ uéeless
fofjéheir pﬁrpoSes. | | o
YféEs at;ending thé program alsbvproduced ébme different
needs and attitudes. Pecple'who'had.attended more than once Qere
generally ﬁgge satisfied witﬁ the program brgapizatiﬁn as a Qhole.
Multiple-timé apgéndees were anxious for moré-lénguage instruction'
‘and less qf the ;ther tQOfcomponents, while first-time attendées
were gorefinclined go‘feel the amount of time devoted to laﬁguage

was realistic, but more critical of the tontent. However, we feel

_fhere is a need to do a more careful analysis of multiple-time

I -




attendees looking at their ievel of language skill (which pérti—
cipants were uﬁable to tell us) and the specific institutes
atten#ed in the past. In this ﬁay, repetitive curricula could
be eliminatad from their programs and langﬁage instruction geared

. more precisely to their needs. . -

Finally we asked: Which key program features shoulé be dincluded

S
in all institutes? To answer this question we'turn tg our recom-

mendations.

B. Recomméndations

v

¢

1. Programs should not be cut in time signifidéntly below the

six week period that most have adhered to if they pian to- -
continue with all three instguctional components. o

2. Programs should also not éxtend for more than about 6 hours
‘a. day without‘significant\breaks»tq reduce the risk of

student ''burn-out'" or oversaturation.

3. A better method for assessing students” languaée skill before

: the start of the progvém should be investigated. ‘A more
kl . . ,_}
standardizgd and reliable approach would facilitate future

— 5

evaluation as ‘well as minimize time lost in placing students

in appropriate groups. R —
' : o

‘4. The assessment curfiqulum overall should be more-equalized

to focus on speech. and language issues, instruments, and

~

techniques as well as psychological assessment.. Also, thg' .
particular needs of bilingual teachers, respurce specialisgts,

nurses, and others should be examined to see if it is

reasonable- for them to partiéipate.in the same courses - *" ~ /.-

| 88

.\‘.E'.}-.-~-31'




with psychologists and speech/ianguage specialists.

3. Consideration should be maoe.of the possibility.of stand-
ardizing the assessment curricolum_so_that all students
could receive greater'breadth and take advantage of the
rangevof accumulated knowiedge and experience offered by
instructors at various‘sitee. This might be accomplished

by separatlng the assessment and language components,

— %y .

offerlng assessment at a few local sites utlllzlng the same
personnel dnd a "packaged" curriculum. Language instruction

could then take place in Mexico or U.S. sites.

6. The assessment component should include more "hands-on'' T

experience with students who ére comparable to the ones that

-institute part1c1pants will accually be worklng w1th __The

UOP site offered an excellent example of how thls might be

done.

7. Assessment and language oomponents should attempt to provide
more qpportnnities for participants to commnnicate test
findings and;observatiqns :o.parents or parent—like subjects;

8. Institutes should be directed and staffed by special Edocation

\

personnel and others who.are familiar with special education.

It is probably inappropriate for institutes to be run by-

‘bilingual educators or education generalists. °

7 : 9, As in v1rtually all other educatlonal programs, the q iEyv

<

D ]
of the teachlng staff 1s paramount to. the success Of -the

program, Instructors should be selected on the uasls of

p——
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1o0.

',take place utilizing'thesé resources. VThe_Cal State L.A.

11.

12.

enthusiasm, ability to communicate with students, openness, and
accessibility (instructgrs who can only bg available for

short periods in the claééroom are probably not appropriate
except for occasional short-tefm c0nsﬁltants), in addition

to expertise.. The institutes now have a list of instructors
who have been pérticularly successful with students.
Programskshouid strive to utilize the Kngwlédge-pf "target
gréup participants” (H?spanics and Asians) in the culture

J . N S~ )
component. Interesting and informative discussions can

program was obeerved o do *hls qu1tl suce ssfully B -

The special needs of returning: naycicipants should be
P ol ret B P

b

assessed with respect z¢ ievel cf seaonigigaguage ability
and past experieuie ‘with institute cuzricula,

Institutes should consider asking appiicant to pav a

oy

!
refundable fes o help Insure the sariousness of the
application ané Teduce last ulQ‘fw 124 -8 N0WS.
To tha extent possible all pregraus shoula attempt Al \
’ [ g " oo

imvession~type curricalum which allows the mcxjmum roézible
use of the second larguage throughout the day. Students . -~

who cannot profit €rom this sheuld probably be segregated
A ‘ . ¢
inte different g?oupings. _ - o 3

i

~All_h“sritutes should consider including a rollcw-ua

component to the regular cu::iculum. Th? La,Verng'institute

har prouii°d an interesting exmmple of thxe dpprJdCh This

/ " ) R . : ! ) . N ¢



15.

16.

e

follow-up program should be evaluated to help in'developing

other follow-ups.
The State Department of Education should consider providing
an insefvice workshop for all institutes selecting soﬁe of
the most succeséful inétructoré (whiéh we have identified)
to share cu?r;culum:ané téaching strategies with other

: .
institute personnel.
The State Department of Education should consider funding
succeséful programs for more ﬁhan one year_;t a time to

help them to.retain staff from one year to the next and.

reduce unnecessary paperwork.

3
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APPENDIX A

INSTRUMENTS
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_SECOND LANGUAGE INSTITUTE

SITE SURVEY

I. GENERAL

Program duration

Number of waeks -
Number of hours per day

Total number of hours

Program location

Classroom
B 'Field Study:
B |
4Other:
II. STAFFING - -

-~

" Number :% Full-time staff

Aréas‘of‘expertise/titl

{ L ~ &

e:

¢

Number of Part-time staff

Areas of expertise/title:

JIII PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
: (observation)

Y
Lt
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v

Speech/language Specialists

PARTICIPANTS

School psychologists

Resource Specialists

Bilingual Educators

School nurses

Total

Language Ability Range:

Are participants grouped in any way?

b=

Do all participants follow the same sequence of
instruction? ‘

- -

e

o

~



ey

v LANGUAGE TRAINING

Number of hours . . ,
- (or % time)

General instructional philosophy:

~

indicate * Course Content . Media of instruction
emphasis ' . " lecture/lab/observ/convers/other

(1) Basic language instruction
: (grammar, syntax, vocab.)

AT TN

(2) "Conversational skills
o (3) Language Acquisition/
Speech & 'Language issues , N -

(4) quking#po parents - . 1
(instruction in appropriate- ; . ‘
language) :

- (5)- Language of Tests - o o e

P

(6) .Other:

«
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